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INTRODUCTION

The Gainesville-Hall Metropolitan Planning Organization (GHMPO) Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update sets
a vision for a safe, accessible, and connected bicycle and pedestrian network within the GHMPO planning
boundary area. This plan uses results from the analysis of current conditions for bicycling and walking and
provides an updated inventory of facilities and infrastructure. The Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update
culminates in project and policy recommendations to create and maintain a vibrant and well-connected
walking and biking network.

Background

GHMPO adopted its first comprehensive Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan in 2005 in response to public
comments received during development of the GHMPQO's initial Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP). In
2014, the plan was partially updated to focus on the development of multi-use trails to maximize the
potential for walking and biking among many different types of user groups. The Bicycle and Pedestrian
Plan Update serves as an update to these former plans to address the changing conditions and needs within
the community.

Advisory Committee

The Trails Subcommittee is an active GHMPO subcommittee of the Technical Coordinating Committee (TCC)
that meets regularly to discuss planning and advancement of the Highlands to Islands Trail System. This
subcommittee served as the Advisory Committee for the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update and they
provided local insight, served as a sounding board for priorities, and continued to champion multimodal
movements.

The Advisory Committee met twice over the course of developing the plan in February 2024 and January
2025. Table 1 shows the Advisory Committee members.
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TABLE 1. ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEMBERS

Organization
City of Gainesville
City of Gainesville
City of Gainesville
City of Gainesville
Hall County

Hall County

Hall County

Hall County

Hall County

Hall County

City of Oakwood
City of Oakwood
GHMPO

GHMPO

City of Flowery Branch
City of Flowery Branch
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Jackson County
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Town of Braselton
Town of Braselton

City of Hoschton

Title

Assistant City Manager

Parks and Rec Director
Communications

Deputy Public Works Director
Planning Director

Public Works Director

Parks and Rec Director

Assistant Director of Public Works and Utilities
Assistant Public Works Director
County Engineer

City Manager

Community Development Director
Transportation Planning Director
Transportation Planning Manager
City Manager

Community Development Director
Director
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Director
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Assistant County Manager
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Town Manager
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Goals

The goals established for the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update are intended to guide the development
of the plan as well as the GHMPO's active transportation initiatives over the coming years. The GHMPO
sought input on plan goals from the Advisory Committee and the public prior to adoption.

The goals are as follows:

e Focus on regional connectivity.

e Address areas with a demonstrated safety need(s).

e |dentify and prioritize connections to existing and planned bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure
(such as the Highlands to Islands Trail or Braselton Life Path).

e |dentify regional activity centers and emphasize connections: 1) between neighborhoods and
regional activity centers and 2) between activity centers.

e |dentify funding sources and establish feasible/reasonable timeframes for implementation.

Study Area

The study area aligns with the GHMPO planning area boundary and includes all of Hall County, the western
portion of Jackson County, the Town of Braselton, and the cities of Flowery Branch, Gainesville, Hoschton,
and Oakwood.

Figure 1 illustrates the study area, including the municipalities and major roadway system.
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Role of the MPO

The GHMPO does not directly design, build, or maintain transportation projects (including bicycle and
pedestrian projects), but is responsible for several key planning functions related to bicycle and pedestrian
infrastructure including:

e Setting a regional vision

e Programming federal transportation funds for bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure

e Assisting local jurisdictions with planning and promoting walking and bicycling across the GHMPO
region

e Encouraging collaboration and communication among member jurisdictions

A major role of the GHMPO is the development of a cost-constrained Metropolitan Transportation Plan
(MTP), which helps assign funding for major transportation improvements throughout the community. As
part of the MTP, multimodal aspects and information are included to ensure other modes are included
within the regional transportation networks. Additionally, GHMPO facilitates the inclusion of the Trails
Subcommittee as part of its regular TCC meetings who advocate for the advancement of active
transportation infrastructure in the planning area boundary.

RS&H May 2025 6






EXISTING CONDITIONS

An existing conditions analysis was conducted to help the GHMPO develop a complete understanding of
the existing and planned bicycle and pedestrian network, identify needs and deficiencies, and set the
framework for the project and policy recommendations developed later in the planning process. The
analysis included a review of relevant plans and studies, documentation of existing policies and guidelines,
examination of available data, and consideration of input from the Advisory Committee and the public.

Relevant Plans and Studies

Several relevant plans and studies have been completed or are underway in the GHMPO planning area
boundary. These plans were reviewed to determine community goals, identify needs and deficiencies, and
discover relevant projects that should be carried forward into this update.

JACKSON COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PLAN UPDATE (2025)

This plan outlines the county’s current transportation needs and develops recommendations to address
them, including current and future transportation projects.

HALL COUNTY SAFE STREETS FOR ALL (SS4A) SAFETY ACTION PLAN (2025)

Hall County was recently awarded a federal grant to help develop a Countywide Comprehensive Safety
Action Plan. The plan includes both a needs assessment and plan recommendations.

GHMPO 2025 METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION PLAN (MTP) (2025)

The GHMPO 2025 MTP is a comprehensive planning document that sets forth the Gainesville-Hall

metropolitan area's short-term and long-term vision for its multi-modal transportation system. Several
roadway projects funded through 2055 include bicycle and pedestrian elements.

FLOWERY BRANCH PARKING & MOBILITY STUDY (2024)

The study provides the City of Flowery Branch with information for future decision-making on streets,
mobility strategies, and parking management, including adding sidewalks to make the downtown area more
walkable.

BRASELTON TRAIL STUDY (2022)

The Braselton Trail Study explored possible connections and identified a preferred route for an extension of
the Braselton Lifepath from its current terminus near State Route 211/Liberty Church Road to Downtown
Braselton.

HIGHLANDS TO ISLANDS DESIGN GUIDE (2022)

The Highlands to Islands Design Guide, prepared for GHMPO, provides tools, references, and standards for
city and county staff, local elected officials, developers, consultants, and trail organizations involved in the
implementation of the regional Highlands to Islands Trail system.

Details on the guidelines are included in the Existing Policies and Guidelines section.

JACKSON COUNTY TRANSIT FEASIBILITY STUDY (2020)

This study details potential transit system scenarios for the County moving forward and recommends the
most feasible solutions for implementing transit service in the Jackson County area.
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GAINESVILLE & SOUTH HALL TRAIL STUDIES (2019)

These studies explored feasible multi-use path routes that would connect existing trails throughout Hall
County. The Gainesville Trail Study focused on connecting the Midland Greenway and the Chicopee Trail
while the South Hall Trail Study explored possible connections between the Chicopee Trail and Friendship
Road.

OAKWOOD CITYWIDE TRAFFIC IMPROVEMENT STUDY (2018)

This traffic study assessed current traffic conditions on various roads and intersections in Oakwood and
recommended solutions to ease congestion and enhance mobility.

GHMPO SIDEWALK INVENTORY REPORT (2017)

The Sidewalk Inventory Report highlights sidewalk availability throughout the GHMPO planning area
boundary and discusses potential opportunities to improve connectivity in the future.

MITCHELL STREET CONCEPTUAL STUDY (2017)

The Mitchell Street Conceptual Study explored three different concepts for improving the aesthetics and
operations of the Mitchell Street corridor.

GREEN STREET CORRIDOR STUDY - PHASE 1 AND 2 (2016, 2017)

This study analyzed existing conditions to lay the groundwork for future corridor improvement
recommendations, which included improvements to pedestrian facilities.

GHMPO BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN PLAN (2014)

The 2014 Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update was used as a baseline when documenting existing facilities
and identifying needs and deficiencies.

Existing Policies and Guidelines

POLICIES
Complete Streets

Complete Streets are streets designed and operated to enable safe use and support mobility for all users.
The Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT), GHMPQ, the city of Gainesville, and the city of Oakwood
have adopted Complete Streets Policies to ensure appropriate roadways are consistently designed with
users of all ages and abilities in mind, focusing on the provision of multimodal transportation opportunities
and safety.

GDOT

GDOT adopted a Complete Streets Policy in 2012. This policy formalized construction of transportation
projects that support the needs of all modes of transportation and integrates the uses in a way that
preserves public safety. Chapter 9.1 of GDOT's Design Policy Manual (2024)" states the following:

“It is the policy of the Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT) to routinely incorporate bicycle,
pedestrian, and transit accommodations into transportation infrastructure projects as a means for improving

T https://www.dot.ga.gov/PartnerSmart/DesignManuals/DesignPolicy/GDOT-DPM.pdf
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mobility, access, and safety for the traveling public. Accordingly, GDOT coordinates with local governments
and planning organizations to ensure that bicycle, pedestrian, and transit needs are addressed, beginning

with system planning and continuing through design, construction, maintenance and operations. This is the
“Complete Streets” approach for promoting pedestrian, bicycle, and transit travel in the State of Georgia.”

GDOT identifies the following Principles for bicycle, pedestrian, and transit infrastructure:

e Accommodation for bicycles and pedestrians should be integrated into roadway construction
projects through design features appropriate to the context and function of the transportation
facility.

e The design and construction of new facilities should anticipate latent demand for bicycling and
pedestrian facilities within the design life of the facility.

e The design of intersections should accommodate bicyclists and pedestrians in a manner that
addresses the need to safely cross roadways, as well as to travel along them.

e The design of new and reconstructed roadways should not preclude the future accommodation of
bicyclists and pedestrians along and across designated corridors.

e While it is not the intent of maintenance resurfacing to expand existing facilities, opportunities to
provide facilities or to enhance safety for pedestrians and bicyclists should be considered during
the development of these projects.

e Accommodation for transit users should be integrated into roadway construction projects through
design features appropriate for the context and function of the roadway, and associated transit-
supportive facilities (e.g., transit stops, sidewalks and crosswalks).

e The design of roadways and intersections should address the needs of pedestrians to safely
navigate parallel to, and across roadways, to access nearby transit facilities.

The design of new and reconstructed roadways should not preclude the accommodation of transit facilities
(e.g., for light rail, street cars, and bus rapid transit) planned and funded for construction within the design
life of the roadway project.

GHMPO

GHMPO adopted a Complete Streets Policy and supporting principles to guide the development of
transportation projects within the region in 2017.2

The GHMPO Complete Streets Vision is as follows:

“Every public right-of-way shall be planned, designed, constructed, and maintained such that all residents
within the Gainesville-Hall Metropolitan Planning Organization (GHMPQ) planning area have multi-modal
transportation options to safely and conveniently travel to and from their destinations.”

Supporting the Vision is a series of Principles identified to promote the consideration of complete streets
and its applicability as projects are implemented. The Complete Streets Principles are included below:

e This policy directs decision makers to consistently design and maintain streets for people of all
ages, abilities, income levels, and backgrounds by accommodating all anticipated users including

2 https://www.ghmpo.org/studies-resources/bike-and-pedestrian-information/complete-streets-policy/
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but not limited to cars, bikes, pedestrians, freight and commercial vehicles, and emergency
response vehicles where possible and appropriate.
Each phase in the life of a roadway, including planning, funding, designing, constructing, operating,
and maintaining of new and modified streets, will be an opportunity to improve the integration of
all transportation modes into the roadway.
Accommodation for people riding bicycles and for people walking should be integrated into new
roadway construction and reconstruction projects in a manner that is appropriate to the context of
the planned roadway features, surrounding land use, and desires of the community.
The design and construction of new facilities should anticipate latent demand for bicycling and
pedestrian facilities within the design life of the facility.
The design of intersections should accommodate people riding bicycles and people walking in a
manner that allows for safe crossings.
Complete Streets principles may not apply to short-term maintenance activities designed to keep
assets in serviceable condition (e.g. mowing, sweeping, spot repair, or interim measures on detour
or haul routes). Complete Streets principles do apply to resurfacing activities. Resurfacing efforts
should be used, when applicable, as opportunities to create new facilities, such as bike lanes, or to
improve existing facilities such as reconditioning road shoulders.
Complete Streets may be achieved through single projects, incrementally through a series of smaller
improvements, and/or through maintenance activities.
The transportation network should be planned and constructed as a well-connected system that
encourages multiple connections to destinations.
Not all roadways are suitable for complete streets treatment. In corridors whose primary purpose
is to carry inter- and intra-regional traffic, for example, a limited range of modal accommodations
may be appropriate. At a minimum, sidewalks should be installed unless local conditions dictate
otherwise.
Planned and completed Complete Streets projects ought to be tracked and made publicly available,
including exemptions.
Exemptions to the Complete Streets policy include:

o Cost, Equivalent Facility, Need, Critical Safety Issue, Environmental Impact, Context

Sensitivity, & User Restrictions

In order to reach the Vision and uphold the Principles outlined above, GHMPO has adopted the following

Strategies:

GHMPO will provide technical support to local governments as necessary to assist in developing,
implementing and funding complete streets policies, programs and projects.

GHMPO shall develop a procedure to provide financial assistance to worthy complete streets
projects with an emphasis on funding projects that provide high benefit at low cost.

Every jurisdiction in the GHMPO planning area is encouraged to adopt a Complete Streets Policy
appropriate for its community. In addition, GHMPO will continue to work with all agencies within
the planning area to achieve a region wide complete streets vision wherever possible.

Complete Streets elements should be considered when local governments develop, modify or
update local government comprehensive plans, manuals, rules, regulations and programs, as
appropriate.

RS&H May 2025 11



e American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO)® compliant
transportation facilities for all modes, including pedestrian, bicycle, public transit, and motor vehicle,
should be provided on all roadways as applicable.

e Local governments are encouraged to apply context sensitive solutions to solve transportation
problems in a manner consistent with community characteristics and as desired by local officials,
citizens and stakeholders.

e When possible, context sensitive streetscape plans that incorporate appropriate Georgia plants and
landscaping materials should be developed whenever a street is newly constructed, reconstructed,
or relocated.

e Design standards should include performance measures for tracking the progress of implementing
the Complete Streets Policy and detail the procedures for granting exceptions. Performance
measures may include, but are not limited to:

o Number of Crashes

o Injuries and Fatalities for all Modes

o Number of Countdown Signals

o Miles of Bike Lanes

o Percentage of Sidewalk Network Completed

e Augmenting non-transportation projects, such as storm water or private sector development, to
concurrently implement complete streets principles should be considered as a cost-effective means
to achieve mobility enhancements.

e GHMPO and local jurisdictions are encouraged to cooperatively implement complete streets
concepts on appropriate local roads by, for example, augmenting resurfacing projects or other
major construction activity, filling sidewalk gaps, ensuring transit stops on local roads are accessible,
and resolving potential permitting issues early in the project development process.

e Implementation of the GHMPO Complete Streets Policy will proceed as follows:

o GHMPO staff will make the Complete Streets policy a routine part of everyday operations and
shall approach all transportation projects as an opportunity to improve the transportation
network for all users of all abilities and will work in coordination with all jurisdictions.

o GHMPO will maintain a priority list of all transportation improvement projects including
those for problem intersections and roadways.

o GHMPO will continue to maintain a comprehensive network of bike and pedestrian
infrastructure and identify key projects that could help to eliminate any gaps within that
network.

GHMPO will continue to train staff on best Complete Streets principles and practices.
GHMPO will seek out appropriate funding sources for successful implementation of Complete
Streets policies

The Vision, Principles, and Strategies within the GHMPO Complete Streets Policy help align its actions and
those of its member agencies toward the development of complete streets. This format allows for increased
understanding and adaptation of the policy to meet local needs, without being so prescriptive that it would
require frequent updates.

3 https://transportation.org/
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City of Gainesville

The City of Gainesville adopted a Complete Streets Policy in 2015. The Policy includes a Vision, Principles
and Strategies consistent with GHMPO's Policy.

City of Oakwood

The City of Oakwood adopted a Complete Streets Policy in 2014. The Policy includes a Vision, Principles and
Strategies consistent with GHMPO's Policy.

Hall County

Hall County does not have an adopted Complete Streets Policy; however, the adoption of one was identified
in their Community Work Program for 2025.

Local Codes and Ordinances

Several local codes and ordinances also have multimodal requirements. These are summarized in Table 2
below.

TABLE 2. LOCAL BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN POLICIES

Jurisdiction  Code/Ordinance Article/Section/ Summary

Division
Sidewalks are required to be installed along
new public rights-of-way or private streets

Article 8, ) . .
Section 8.4 (with certain exemptions).
’ Includes design and construction standards
Unified and maintenance requirements.
nifie . . . .
" Article 9, Includes sidewalk installation standards for
Hall County Development . . . L
Code Section 9.4.8 residential subdivisions.
. Includes pedestrian access requirements in
Article 5 . . .
mixed-use and business districts.
Requires installation of sidewalk on both sides
Article 6 of a proposed street in a Special or Overlay
District
Sidewalks are required to be installed by the
developer at the time of development as
follows:
e On both sides of all new commercial and
industrial streets
Unified e On both sides of streets serving
Jackson Article 16 residential subdivisions with 25 or more
Development L .
County Division Il lots (some exceptions)

Code e Along the side of existing county streets

and roads that abut a subdivision where

sidewalk are required, or abut a multi-

family or nonresidential development
Includes standards for sidewalk placement
and construction.
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Jurisdiction Code/Ordinance Article/Section/

Summary

Division

Article 3,
Section 3-085

Section 9-13-9-

26
Unified
Gainesville Devel.opment Chapter 9-9-6
Ordinance
Chapter 9-13-15
Section 44-150
Sections 44-151
Code of through 44-153
Oakwood .
Ordinances
Article IV
Braselton Daveliefplimei Article 9
Code
Article 10,
Section 1024
Flowery Code of
Branch Ordinances
Article 10,
Section 10.8
Article 7,
Section 705

RS&H May 2025

Notes that internal pedestrian access in
master planned development, industrial-
commercial mix, such as sidewalks, bike paths,
bike lanes, and/or trails, will be established
during the review process.

Requires installation of five-foot-

wide sidewalks along all new streets.

Includes sidewalk placement and construction
standards.

Includes pedestrian retail design guidelines
for the more urban parts of the city.

Requires conservation subdivision applications
to show potential connections with existing
greenspace and trails.

Requires developments to provide sidewalks
along the street from which the development
has access and other adjoining streets.
Address sidewalk location requirements,
design standards, and installation deadlines.
The Town has multiple overlay
districts/corridors, including downtown. This
Article establishes design standards to
implement goals in local plans including
improving the pedestrian environment and
promoting public safety.

This article establishes design and
construction standards to be implemented in
the case of new roads and developments. A
variety of street types and other facilities (such
as trails) are defined, along with criteria for
road type selection.

Requires sidewalk installation in subdivisions
with lots averaging less than one acre in area.
May require a subdivider to install sidewalks
on roads leading to or going through
commercial areas, school sites, places of
public assembly, and other congested areas,
or as may be otherwise recommended in the
City's comprehensive plan.

Have pedestrian retail areas designed with
attention to the pedestrian rather than the
automobile.

Minimum 5" wide sidewalks shall be provided
along each side of any street within or
adjacent to the development. Wider sidewalks
shall be required when called for pursuant to
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Jurisdiction  Code/Ordinance Article/Section/ Summary

Division

design criteria specified for the character area.
A 2" wide landscape buffer shall be installed,
where possible.
Article 8, Require bicycle parking in the Mixed-Use
Section 8.4 Development District.
Sidewalks shall be provided in accordance
with the following requirements: (a) Sidewalks
shall be a minimum of five (5) feet in width.
(b) Sidewalks shall be installed along both
sides of new residential and commercial
Subdivision and subdivision streets. [...] (d) Sidewalks shall not
Land Article VI, be less than two (2) feet from street curbs or
Development Section 618 the edge of required pavement. The sidewalk
Ordinance location may be varied at the discretion of the
Zoning Administrator. [...](h) The city may
require additional width for the installation of
multi-use or golf-cart paths when called for in
the comprehensive plan or city improvement
plans.

Hoschton

GUIDELINES

Planning for future bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure requires compliance and inclusion of best practices
for the implementation of safe multimodal transportation facilities. These best practices help identify areas
to improve, effective types of improvements, and the designs of the improvements. The development of
safe and effective transportation infrastructure is an ever-changing environment with studies and reviews
being conducted to modify strategies and identify their effectiveness.

Best practices and design standards are available at all levels, from federal guidance to local development
codes. Table 3 lists bicycle and pedestrian facility design and construction guidelines applicable to the
GHMPO planning area boundary and the source agencies.
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TABLE 3. AVAILABLE GUIDELINES

Agency Guidance

Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD)
Federal Highway Administration Improving Intersections for Pedestrians and Bicyclists
(FHWA) Separated Bike Lane Planning and Design Guide
Small Town and Rural Multimodal Networks
Greenbook: A policy on Geometric Design of Highways
and Streets
Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities
National Association of City Urban Street Design Guide
Transportation Officials (NACTO) Urban Bikeway Design Guide
Complete Streets Policy Framework
Best Complete Streets Policies 2023
Design Policy Manual (Chapter 9)
Pedestrian and Streetscape Guide
Guidebook for Pedestrian Planning
ADA Accessibility Guidelines
Vulnerable Roadway User Safety Assessment
GHMPO Highlands to Islands Design Guide
Unified Development Code

American Association of State Highway
and Transportation Officials (AASHTO)

Smart Growth America

Georgia Department of Transportation
(GDOT)

Hall County Hall County Comprehensive Plan
Jackson County Unified Development Code
City of Oakwood Downtown Overlay District Design Standards

Other agencies that advocate for active
transportation and distribute public educational
materials include Go Georgia, the National Child
Safety Council, the League of American Bicyclists,
and the American Association of Retired Persons
(AARP).

The Highlands to Islands Design Guide is an
important local guide, representing a collective
community  consensus on  design and
construction standards, trail amenities, branding,
and more. The Guide ensures aesthetic cohesion

of the expanding trail network. It starts with

recommendations for amenity enhancements iy ——
__ . . . Shoulder Trail Shoulder
along existing portions of the trail. A visual 2 rrin 12 - 14" 2 min

preference survey was conducted to ensure
recommended products matched the desired  Design Guidelines in Highlands to Islands Design Guide
style. The Guide includes details on design
typology including minimum and recommended
width, shoulder width, clearance and striping

RS&H May 2025 16



requirements, and use of bollards. The Design Guide notes how to modify design features when the trail is
along a riparian or utility corridor or is a sidepath instead of multiuse path*.

The Guide includes detailed design guidelines related to general trail construction and accommodating
different users. It also includes guidance for designing different locations of the trail, including at
intersections, trail spurs, underpasses and overpasses, and stream crossings. One chapter of the Guide
contains guidance and recommended furnishings and amenities for the Highlands to Islands Trail network.
Each amenity category has detailed guidance on placement and typical applications as well as
recommended products and manufacturers. The Guide ends with a comprehensive operations and
management plan to assure resources and facilities are kept in good usable condition.

Left: Conceptual rendering of Highlands to Islands Trail
Right: Image of constructed Highlands to Island Trail

4 Sidepaths can be used to provide continuity between multi-use paths, along collector roadways, and/or
near schools. In all cases, the infrastructure shall be paved and meet specific minimum dimensions outlined
in the guide.
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Data Review

Data from several sources, including the GHMPO MTP travel demand model, the MPO, the US Census,
AASHTOWare Numetric, Replica, and local governments were reviewed and analyzed. The key findings are
documented on the following pages.

DEMOGRAPHIC DATA
Population Density

According to the 2025 MTP, GHMPO had a 2020 population of approximately 278,000. Population density
is highest within municipal limits, particularly Gainesville, Oakwood, Braselton, and Flowery Branch. Figure
2 shows 2020 Population Density by transportation analysis zone (TAZ)® in the planning area boundary.

The population is expected to reach 432,547 people by 2055, as the Atlanta and Athens metropolitan areas
continue to expand, bringing more residents to Hall and Jackson Counties. This growth is largely
concentrated in and around municipal limits and major thoroughfares. Figure 3 shows 2055 Population
Density by TAZ in the planning area boundary.

Population Growth

Population growth is anticipated to be the highest within municipal limits and areas immediately
surrounding municipal limits and between 1-85 and 1-985. Population growth is shown in Figure 4.

> A TAZ is a unit of geography used in the MTP travel demand model.
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FIGURE 2. 2020 POPULATION DENSITY BY TAZ
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FIGURE 3. 2055 POPULATION DENSITY BY TAZ
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FIGURE 4. POPULATION GROWTH BY TAZ (2020-2055)

Source: GHMPO MTP Travel Demand Model
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Employment Density

According to the 2025 MTP, GHMPO had a 2020 employment of approximately 136,000. Employment
density is highest within Gainesville and along [-985 and 1-85. Figure 5 shows 2020 Employment Density by
TAZ in the planning area boundary.

The employment (number of employees) within the GHMPO region is anticipated to reach 197,140 jobs by
2055. Employment density is expected to increase in and around the major urban areas and further north
along SR 365 in proximity to the new Blue Ridge Connector, which is currently under construction. The ease
of access provided by the interstate routes will focus most of the new employment opportunities connected
to the Inland Port along the 1-985 corridor. Figure 6 shows 2055 Employment Density by TAZ in the planning
area boundary.

Employment Growth

Employment growth is anticipated to be the highest in Gainesville and around the 1-85 corridor in Jackson
County, with additional high growth areas located along the 1-985/SR 365 corridor. Employment growth is
shown in Figure 7.
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FIGURE 5. 2020 EMPLOYMENT DENSITY BY TAZ
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FIGURE 6. 2055 EMPLOYMENT DENSITY BY TAZ
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FIGURE 7. EMPLOYMENT GROWTH BY TAZ (2020 — 2055)
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ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

Environmental Justice (EJ) in the context of transportation planning refers to the “full and fair participation
by potentially affected minority and low-income populations in every phase of the transportation decision-
making process to achieve an equitable distribution of benefits and burdens®.” Minority and low-income
populations have historically represented households with high percentages of low / no access to
automobiles and rely more on transit and non-motorized transportation for daily living. The nine EJ
population groups within the GHMPO planning area boundary include:

e African American

e Asian
e Disabled
e Elderly

e Hispanic/Latino

e Other Populations

e Combined Minority Populations
e Impoverished Populations

e Zero-Car Households

For purposes of this plan, census tracts with EJ populations exceeding the GHMPO planning area average
are identified and a four-level “degree of impact” assessment scale is applied:

e Tracts with O EJ groups exceeding area averages denote No Concentration

e Tracts with 1-3 EJ groups exceeding area averages denote Slight Concentration

e Tracts with 4-6 EJ groups exceeding area averages denote Moderate Concentration
e Tracts with 7-9 EJ groups exceeding area averages denote High Concentration

Census tracts with a High Concentration of EJ groups are predominately located in Gainesville and Oakwood
and census tracts with a Moderate Concentration of EJ groups are in the central portion of Hall County,
around Gainesville and Oakwood. Figure 8 shows the concentrations of EJ populations above the regional
average by census tract in the GHMPO planning area boundary.

6 https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/environmental_justice/
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FIGURE 8. CONCENTRATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE POPULATIONS
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TRIP GENERATORS

Trip generators are the locations, or destinations, people commonly travel to within the planning area
boundary. They include the following:

e Schools/Colleges

e Parks

e Medical Facilities

e Libraries

e Historic Properties/Districts, such as those included in the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP)

e Top 20 Employment Centers (230+ employees)

Figure 9 shows the location of trip generators by type in the planning area boundary.
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FIGURE 9. TRIP GENERATORS
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OPPORTUNITIES & BARRIERS

There are locations within the planning area boundary where it might be easier or less costly to build bicycle
and pedestrian infrastructure or where bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure may be the most feasible
transportation infrastructure to construct. Opportunities for bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure exist in

the following locations:

In floodplains or along creeks and rivers

Along roadways with excess right-of-way

Along and within parks, recreation areas, and conservation land
On government-owned land

Along utility easements

Conversely, barriers are features that make bicycle and pedestrian activity difficult, expensive, or unsafe.
Barriers facing the GHMPO include:

Interstate (I-85 and 1-985), and principal arterials (such as SR 53)
Railroads and at-grade railroad crossings

Lake Lanier

Bridges

Figure 10 shows opportunities and barriers to bicycle and pedestrian activity in the planning area boundary.
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FIGURE 10. OPPORTUNITIES AND BARRIERS
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BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN ACTIVITY

According to Replica data’, bicycle activity is greatest in Gainesville, along major thoroughfares like Browns
Bridge Road towards Lake Lanier and SR 124, and in proximity to the Highlands to Islands Trail. While
pedestrian activity is greatest in Gainesville and within and between other municipal limits, walking trips are
occurring throughout northwestern and southern Hall County and along major thoroughfares in Jackson
County.

Figure 11 and Figure 12 show bicycle trips and pedestrian trips on an average weekday in the planning
area boundary respectively.

7 An average weekday in Spring of 2023
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FIGURE 11. BICYCLE ACTIVITY
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FIGURE 12. PEDESTRIAN ACTIVITY
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Existing Infrastructure

SIDEWALKS

Sidewalks are paved paths for pedestrians along one or both sides of road, typically 5 feet in width. The
sidewalk network is limited within the planning area boundary. Sidewalks are concentrated within municipal
limits, more specifically Gainesville, Oakwood, and Braselton. Outside of municipal limits, sidewalks can be
found in newer residential subdivisions (see Figure 13).

BICYCLE LANES

Bicycle lanes are a dedicated part of the road sectioned off exclusively for bicyclists. Bicycle lanes in the
GHMPO planning area are limited to a one-mile stretch along Atlanta Highway near the intersection of I-
985 and a newly completed bridge over 1-985 between Martin Road and HF Industrial Parkway.

While not a dedicated travel lane, the GHMPO planning area has over 55.5 miles of paved shoulders (wider
than 4 ft), offering bicyclists some separation from vehicular traffic. Paved shoulders are a paved section on
the outside of a travel lane. shows the roadways with paved shoulders (wider than 4 ft) in the planning area
(see Figure 13).

MULTI-USE PATHS AND GREENWAYS

Multi-use paths are paved paths for pedestrians and bicyclists along the side of the road, typically between
8 feet and 14 feet in width? (also known as sidepaths or shared use paths). Greenways are paved off-road
paths for pedestrians and bicyclists, usually along streams or creeks or abandoned rail corridors, typically
between 8 feet and 14 feet in width.

There are over 40 miles of multi-use paths and greenways in the GHMPO planning area (see Figure 13).
The majority are part of the Highlands to Islands Trail System. Existing multi-use paths and greenways are
located in Hall County, Gainesville, and Braselton generally along or in proximity to the Norfolk Southern
Railroad, GA 347 in southern Hall County, and along the Mulberry River.

Table 4 and Figure 13 document the existing multi-use paths and greenways in the GHMPO planning area.

Part of the Highlands to Islands Trail in Downtown Gainesville

8 The recommended width in the Highlands to Islands Design Guide is 12 feet.
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TABLE 4. EXISTING MULTI-USE PATHS AND GREENWAYS

Trail . Part of Highlands to
Approximate

Trail Name Number (in Jurisdiction(s) . Islands Trail Network
. Length (miles)
Figure 13) (yes or no)

UNG Connector

. 1 Gainesville/Oakwood 0.57 yes
Trail
Spout Spri
Pou prings 5 Flowery Branch, 367 yes
Sidepath Hall County
Rock Creek
ock tree 3 Gainesville 1.91 yes
Greenway
Braselton Life Braselton
4 ' 2.96
Path Hall County yes
Midland
ictan 5 Gainesville 2.17 yes
Greenway
Downtown
i ill .
Gainesville Trails 6 Gainesville 0.69 yes
Hall County,
Chi Trail 7 2.60
icopee Tral Gainesville, Oakwood yes
D
owntown . 8 Braselton 1.35 no
Braselton Trails
Braselton
B I .
Riverwalk Path 9 raselton 535 no
South Hall
Buf B I
Multiuse Path 10 uford, Braselton, 20.65 yes
Hall County
Network

Source: GHMPO GIS shapefiles (June 2024)
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FIGURE 13. EXISTING BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN INFRASTRUCTURE
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Safety

Safety is the top priority for GHMPO and the local jurisdictions. Bicyclists and pedestrians are Vulnerable
Road Users (VRUs), facing unique challenges as well as the increased risk of death or injury in a collision.
Understanding locations that pose the greatest safety risks for bicyclists and pedestrians will help the MPO
improve the safety of its transportation infrastructure.

TRAFFIC VOLUMES

Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) is an important metric to help assess the safety and perceived levels of
safety for bicyclists and pedestrians. AADT is defined by the FHWA as “the total traffic volume passing a
point (or segment) of a road in both directions for a year divided by the number of days in the year.”
Roadways with high AADT typically have more travel lanes and higher speeds and more severe implications
for bicyclists and pedestrians when there are conflicts with vehicular traffic. Additionally, pedestrians and
bicyclists typically feel less safe traveling on or along roadways with higher traffic volumes (i.e. roads with
higher AADT contribute to a higher level of stress for bicyclists and pedestrians).

Figure 14 shows the 2023 AADT for the roadways within the planning area boundary. Excluding the
interstate segments (where bicycle and pedestrian traffic is prohibited), roadways with the highest AADT in
the planning area include SR 11, SR 53, SR 60, SR 365 and SR 347.
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FIGURE 14. ANNUAL AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC (2023)
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BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN CRASH DATA

According to AASHTOWare Numetric, there were 222 crashes involving a bicyclist or pedestrian in the
GHMPO planning area boundary over a five-year period from January 1, 2018, to December 31, 2022 (41
bicycle and 181 pedestrian). The majority of crashes involving a bicyclist or pedestrian occurred in
Gainesville or along a major thoroughfare. Figure 15 shows the location of those crashes in the planning
area boundary.

Bicyclists and pedestrians were involved in 62 fatal or serious injury crashes over the same period (9 bicycle
related and 53 pedestrian related). As shown in Table 5 and Figure 16, the total number of crashes has
declined since 2018, but the number of fatal and serious injury crashes has fluctuated. The majority of
crashes involved distracted drivers.

TABLE 5. KABCO SEVERITY OF BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN CRASHES BY YEAR
IN THE PLANNING AREA BOUNDARY

KABCO Severity 2019 2020 2021
(K) Fatal Injury 6 4 5 2 6
(A) Suspected Serious Injury 6 8 9 10 6
(B) Suspected Minor/Visible Injury 14 13 12 14 13
(C) Possible Injury / Complaint 19 7 10 8 10
(O) No Injury 10 13 6 6 5
TOTAL 55 45 42 40 40

Source: AASHTOWare Numetric

Pedestrian infrastructure (sidewalks, crosswalks, and bulb outs) at an intersection in Downtown Gainesville.
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FIGURE 15. BICYCLE AND

PEDESTRIAN CRASH LOCATIONS
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FIGURE 16. BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN CRASHES PER YEAR BY KABCO SEVERITY
IN THE PLANNING AREA BOUNDARY

Bicycle and Pedestrian Crashes per Year and KABCO Severity
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INTERSECTIONS

Intersections represent the most common locations, or conflict points, where the paths of bicyclists and
pedestrians merge with vehicular traffic, generating the highest concentration of potentially dangerous
safety "hot spots” between modes. Using AASHTOWare Numetric software’s Intersection Network Screening
tool, a search within the entire planning area boundary was conducted to identify intersections with bicycle
and pedestrian related crashes. These crashes were categorized using the KABCO scale®, which classifies
crashes based upon the severity of the injuries reported:

e K = Fatal Injury

e A = Suspected Serious Injury

e B = Suspected Minor Injury

e C = Possible Injury

e O = No Apparent Injury (i.e., Property Damage Only)

Of the 41 crashes involving bicyclists over the five-year period from January 1, 2018, to December 31, 2022,
28 were intersection related. No more than one crash involving a bicyclist occurred at each intersection.
While there were 0 fatal injury crashes, 11 crashes resulted in serious or visible injuries on the KABCO scale.
The list of serious or visible injury crash locations involving a bicyclist is shown in Table 6 and Figure 17.

9 FHWA - https://highways.dot.gov/media/20141
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TABLE 6. INTERSECTIONS WITH A SERIOUS INJURY OR VISIBLE INJURY CRASH INVOLVING A BICYCLIST

Intersection
SR 347 at North Waterworks Rd
Atlanta Hwy at Chadwick Dr/Chris Ave/Plainview Rd
15t St at Atlanta Rd
Cedar Spring Ln at Golden Maple Ct
GC Crow Rd at Radford Rd
Plainview Rd at Thurmond Tanner Rd
Industrial Blvd at Mimosa St
Summit St at Jesse Jewell Pkwy
Mercy Ct at Walnut Grove Way
Belton Bridge Rd at Grove St

Bill Watkins Rd at Main St
Source: AASHTOWare Numetric

22 YW N UAWN 2T

RS&H May 2025

KABCO Severity |

Serious Injury (A)

Visible Injury (B)
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FIGURE 17. INTERSECTIONS WITH A SERIOUS OR VISIBLE INJURY CRASH INVOLVING A BICYCLIST
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A total of 75 intersections within the planning area experienced at least one crash involving a pedestrian
over a five-year period from January 1, 2018, to December 31, 2022. To effectively rank these locations and
identify the top intersections for pedestrian related crashes, the equivalent property damage only (ePDO)
metric was used. Through this metric, “weighting factors related to the societal costs of fatal, injury, and
property damage-only crashes are assigned to crashes by severity [...] to develop an equivalent property
damage-only score that considers frequency and severity of crashes.”’® The higher the crash severity, the
higher the corresponding ePDO and the higher the weight for ranking purposes. The result of this analysis
is shown in Table 7 and Figure 18. For example, without accounting for ePDO (and thus crash severity),
intersection 10 would have ranked above intersection 1 because 6 crashes occurred at this location
compared to 2 at intersection 1. However, the crashes were of lower severity. While intersection 1 only had
2 crashes involving a pedestrian, the crashes were of high severity, so it had the highest ePDO score. The
top 10 intersections were ranked by ePDO, thus highlighting the locations where the most severe crashes
occurred.

TABLE 7. TOP 10 INTERSECTIONS WITH A CRASH INVOLVING A PEDESTRIAN

Rank/ Map
No. (in Intersection Crashes ePDO
Figure 18)
1 Carter Street at Atlanta Road 2 542.5
2 EE Butler Parkway at Wilson Drive 1 4446429
3 Browns Bridge Road at McEver Road 1 444.6429
4 Hunter Street at SR 129 1 4446429
5 Old Cornelia Highway at Oconee Circle 1 444.6429
6 Etta Vista Circle at Thompson Bridge Road 1 4446429
7 Cleveland Highway at Riverwood Drive 1 444.6429
8 Banks Street at Main Street 1 444.6429
9 W Carter Street at Browns Bridge Road 3 200.3214
10 John W Morrow Jr Parkway at Jesse Jewell Parkway Southeast 6 108.1429

Source: AASHTOWare Numetric

10 https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/local rural/training/fhwasa14072/sec4.cfm
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FIGURE 18. TOP 10 INTERSECTIONS WITH A CRASH INVOLVING A PEDESTRIAN (BY EPDO)
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SIGNALIZED CROSSING LOCATIONS

A review of signalized intersections in unincorporated areas was conducted to determine the presence or
absence of pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure, including sidewalks, crosswalks, pedestrian signals, and
bicycle lanes. Figure 19 and Figure 20 show the location of the 52 signalized intersections in the
unincorporated portion of the planning area boundary and whether bicycle and/or pedestrian
accommodations are present.

The majority of signalized intersections lack pedestrian infrastructure. Several other intersections have some
pedestrian infrastructure, but the network is incomplete. Only certain approaches to the intersection have
sidewalks or there may be sidewalks but no crosswalks present. Only one signalized intersection in the
unincorporated areas of GHMPO has bike lanes, located at the intersection of SR 13/Falcon Pkwy and HF
Reed Industrial Pkwy/Martin Rd.

Crashes involving a bicyclist or pedestrian occurred at several of the intersections lacking bicycle and
pedestrian infrastructure. Table 8 indicates which of the signalized intersections in unincorporated areas
experienced a crash involving a bicycle or pedestrian over the five-year period from January 1, 2018 to
December 31, 2022.

TABLE 8. SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS (UNINCORPORATED AREAS) WITH BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN
CRASHES (2018-2022)

Bike Lane

Intersection

Crash Description

Sidewalk
Presence

Crosswalk
Presence

Presence

Atlanta Highway at

1 Pedestrian Related

Memorial Park Drive Crash No Sidewalks = No Crosswalks = No Bike Lanes

Gillsville Highway at .

Harmony Church 1 Pedestrian Related No Sidewalks | No Crosswalks | No Bike Lanes

Crash

Road

Athens Highway at 1 (Serious Injury) . .

Gillsville Highway Pedestrian Related Crash No Sidewalks | No Crosswalks | No Bike Lanes

McEver Road .at 1 Bicycle Related Crash No Sidewalks | No Crosswalks = No Bike Lanes

Waterford Drive

Queen City Parkway .

at Aviation 2 Pedestrian Related No Sidewalks = No Crosswalks = No Bike Lanes
Crashes

Boulevard
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Source: AASHTOWare Numetric and Google Maps
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FIGURE 19. SIDEWALK AND BICYCLE INFRASTRUCTURE PRESENCE AT
SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS (UNINCORPORATED AREAS)
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FIGURE 20. CROSSWALK AND BICYCLE INFRASTRUCTURE PRESENCE AT
SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS (UNINCORPORATED AREAS)
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HIGH INJURY NETWORK

A high injury network (HIN) identifies the streets with higher rates of traffic injuries or fatalities. Hall County
developed a HIN as a part of their Safe Streets for All (SS4A) Safety Action Plan, which is shown in Figures
21-23. Jackson County does not have a HIN identified at the time of this plan.

Figure 21 shows the HIN for all modes of transportation. Roads with higher rates of traffic injuries or
fatalities are in Gainesville and on major thoroughfares connecting 1-985 and [-85.

Figure 22 shows the HIN for bicycle and pedestrian trips only. The Bicycle & Pedestrian HIN shows an
elevated concentration of high-risk roadways in Gainesville and the surrounding area.

Figure 23 shows intersections on the HIN. Though there are significant similarities with the other HINs,
intersections with the highest crash rates are found along the SR 60 corridor from Gainesville to the county
line and along SR 365 from Lula to the county line. Multiple intersections in Gainesville rank very high on
the HIN.
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FIGURE 21. HALL COUNTY HIGH INJURY NETWORK (HIN) - ALL TRAVEL MODES
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FIGURE 22. HALL COUNTY HIGH INJURY NETWORK (HIN) - BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN
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FIGURE 23. HALL COUNTY HIGH INJURY NETWORK (HIN) - INTERSECTIONS
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Under Construction and Proposed Projects

UNDER CONSTRUCTION

There are two multi-use paths under construction in the planning area (see Table 9 and Figure 24).
Construction is estimated to be completed in 2026.

TABLE 9. UNDER CONSTRUCTION TRAILS AND MULTI-USE PATHS

Part of Highlands to
Islands Trail
Network (yes or no)

Trail Number Approximate

Trail Name (in Figure 24) Ll Length (linear ft)

Gainesville Airport

Path 11 Gainesville 2.54 yes

Flowery Branch Flowery

Downtown Spur Trail 18 Branch 099 yes
PROPOSED

The Appalachian Gateway Route is a proposed state bicycle route in The Georgia Bicycle and Pedestrian
Plan. The proposed route would traverse Hall County in a north-south direction for around 32 miles.
Additionally, there are over 50 miles of planned trails in the planning area that connect to or fill in the gaps
of the existing trail network, about half of which are part of the Highlands to Islands Trail System (see Table
10 and Figure 24).

Central to both regional connectivity and the long-term vision of the Highlands to Islands trail network is
the connection between the city of Gainesville and the South Hall region (Oakwood, Flowery Branch, etc.).
For this connection to be realized, future infrastructure projects will have to address the crossing of SR
53/Mundy Mill Rd. This principal arterial is often congested and represents a key component of the local
and regional transportation network. For this reason, and due to the geometric layout and size of the
roadway, a potential installation of a pedestrian bridge at the intersection with Thurmon Tanner Parkway or
Millside Parkway might be warranted. Alternatively, a connection which leverages the railroad underpass
near Old Oakwood Road could provide a similar connectivity solution.

Part of the Highlands to Islands Trail, illustrating a typical cross section and setting.
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Trail Name

Butler Park
Connector Path
South Hall
Railroad Trail
Oakwood Trail
Spur

Spout Springs
Sidepath — Phase
|

Hog Mountain
Spur Trail

Mundy Mill Trail

Flowery Branch
Downtown Spur
Trail

McEver Road
Sidepath

Braselton
Connector Trail

Sell’s Mill
Connector Trail
Gainesville
Park2Park Future
Trails

Mundy Mill Spur
Trail

Cherokee Bluffs
Spur Trails
Dunbar Multi-use
Path

Multi-use Path
along Thompson
Mill Rd

UNG Campus
Trail

RS&H May 2025

TABLE 10. PROPOSED MULTI-USE PATHS AND GREENWAYS

Trail Number

(in Figure 21)

12
13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

22

23

24
25

26

27

29

Jurisdiction

Gainesville/Hall
County
Oakwood, Flowery
Branch, Hall County
Oakwood, Hall
County

Hall County

Flowery Branch

Gainesville,
Oakwood, Hall
County

Flowery Branch

Hall County

Braselton, Hall
County, Jackson
County
Hoschton, Jackson
County

Gainesville

Gainesville

Flowery Branch, Hall
County

Braselton

Braselton, Hall
County

Oakwood

Approximate
Length
(linear ft)

0.61
2.96

1.96

2.45

2.89

293

3.55

4.80

4.62

0.97

8.75

2.82
5.95

0.23

0.76

0.90

Part of Highlands
to Islands Trail
Network (yes or
no)

yes
yes

yes

yes

yes

yes

yes

yes

no

no

no

no
no

no

no

yes
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FIGURE 24. UNDER CONSTRUCTION AND PROPOSED BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN INFRASTRUCTURE
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Programmed Projects

TIP/MTP

There are 12 projects in the GHMPO planning area in the TIP and 30 (excluding interstate projects) in the
MTP. While the majority of these projects are roadway projects, bicycle and/or pedestrian accommodations
are anticipated to be included in many of them in association with GDOT's Complete Streets Policy. For
some projects, specific accommodations are detailed in the Project Sheet or in GeoPI. For the remaining
projects, Chapter 9 of GDOT's Design Policy Manual (Complete Streets Design Policy) was reviewed to
determine the bicycle and pedestrian accommodations, if any, that would likely be included in the roadway
designs. The Design Policy Manual includes standards (when accommodation shall be included) and
guidelines (when accommodation should be included).

Figure 25 shows the MTP and TIP projects in the planning area and the planned or anticipated bicycle and
pedestrian accommodations associated with each project. Full details on the type of bicycle and/or
pedestrian accommodation are included in Appendix A.

SAFETY PROJECTS

Separate from the MTP process, GDOT Fiscal Year 2023 Projects with dedicated funding to reduce VRU
fatalities in the 2024 GDOT Vulnerable Roadway User Safety Assessment were also reviewed. Two
roundabout projects were identified within these safety projects; however, their primary purpose is geared
toward the improvement of motor vehicle safety.

The GDOT District Traffic Engineering office identified a pedestrian upgrade project that will add pedestrian
accommodations at 13 intersections (GeoPI ID 0013171) in Hall County. The locations of these intersections
are shown in Table 11 and Figure 26.

TABLE 11. LOCATIONS OF GDOT DIVISION 1 INTERSECTION SAFETY PROJECTS

Map ID (in Intersection
Figure 26)
1 SR 13 @ Plainview Rd
2 SR 13 @ Gaines Ferry Rd
3 SR 60 @ Ledan Rd
4 SR 11/US 129 @ Jim Hood Road
5 SR 323 @ Harmony Church Road
6 SR 369 @ Skelton Road
7 SR 60 Conn @ Enota Avenue
8 SR 60 @ Nancy Creek Road
9 SR 60 @ SR 136/Price Road
10 SR 60/Queen City Parkway @ Pear| Nix Parkway
11 SR 11/Athens Highway @ Athens Street/Old County Dump Road
12 SR 13/Atlanta Highway @ Hilton Dr/Mimosa St
13 SR 13/Atlanta Highway @ Industrial Boulevard

Source: GDOT Division 1
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FIGURE 25. PROGRAMMED ROADWAY PROJECTS WITH BICYCLE AND/OR
PEDESTRIAN ACCOMMODATIONS
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FIGURE 26. GDOT DIVISION 1 SAFETY PROJECTS
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STAKEHOLDER AND PUBLIC INPUT

Advisory Committee

At their February 2024 meeting, Advisory Committee members reviewed the accuracy of the existing bicycle
and pedestrian infrastructure by noting any existing facilities missing from the Existing Facilities Map or
inventory. All missing infrastructure was added to the GIS shapefiles and Existing Conditions Map.

Advisory Committee members also shared their current bicycle and pedestrian priorities as well as their
long-term goals. This information is summarized in Table 12 and shown in Figure 27.

TABLE 12. ADVISORY COMMITTEE BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN PRIORITIES AND GOALS

Jurisdiction Priorities/Goals
e Finalizing intergovernmental agreement with communities for maintenance of

:—:I:::nty Highlands to Islands Trail
o Allocating funding from SPLOST for the Airport Connector Trail
Jackson e Connecting Tanner Park and the Mulberry Riverwalk
Connecting County to Athens trails
County

e Updating their Comprehensive Plan and Transportation Plan
Completing the Airport Connector Trail
Connecting Midland Greenway and Butler Park
e Working with the railroad company to get permission to develop a multi-use path in
Flowery railroad right-of-way
Branch e Completing the Parking and Mobility Study (which will include bike/ped infrastructure
in downtown)
e Connecting to Gainesville and UNG to the north and Flowery Branch to the south
Oakwood e Connecting to Flowery Branch via multi-use path in railroad right-of-way
e Crossing over Mundy Mill Road to the north
e Completing Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP) project to connect new
Braselton neighborhoods to existing trails
e Connecting the downtown paths with the Braselton Life Path
Connecting to Braselton and the Braselton Life Path
Connecting to the Publix south of the city
Source: Advisory Committee

Gainesville

Hoschton
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FIGURE 27. ADVISORY COMMITTEE PRIORITIES
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Public Input

An online survey was conducted from June 7, 2024, to September 23, 2024. The survey was conducted in
coordination with the completion of the GHMPO Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) Update, but with
a separate section to allow input and comments specific to the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan. The survey was
also available in both English and Spanish, and advertised through member jurisdiction’s social media, yard
signs strategically placed throughout the planning area, the Gainesville Times and other local newspapers,
and on the MPO website. Over 350 respondents took the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan survey. Key takeaways
from the survey results are as follows:

e The majority of respondents walk and/or bike for exercise or pleasure.

e Sidewalk/sidepath or paved trail were the preferred walking path type.

e 58% of respondents ride a bicycle.

e 53% of respondents who do not ride a bicycle said it was due to a lack of safe places to ride.

e 59% of respondents said it was difficult or very difficult to walk or bike in the planning area.

e Respondents are most comfortable biking on quiet streets with little traffic or on streets with
designated bicycle lanes.

e Over two-thirds of respondents connect to existing trails by driving to trailheads or designated
parking areas.

e 78% of respondents said construction of new sidewalks and trails would make it more comfortable
to walk or bike and 54% said improving/adding more pedestrian and bicycle crossings would make
it more comfortable to walk or bike.

The survey included an interactive comment map where residents could drop a pin to note safety concerns,
locations to which they would like to walk and bike, and locations where sidewalks or trails are needed.
Residents could add details or a description of their concerns and also like comments placed on the map
by other respondents.

Full survey results, including the interactive comment map comments, are included in Appendix B.

The Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan was also discussed at two public meetings held in August and September
2024. Some concerns expressed by attendees included the following:

e Lack of bicycle racks at destinations.

e Maintenance/cleaning of multi-use paths and bicycle lanes.

e Need for education related to sharing the road, riding bicycles on sidewalks, and rules of the road.
e Need for crosswalks and additional crossing opportunities on high traffic roads.

Jackson County attendees expressed a desire for more pedestrian and bicycle facilities, specifically a trail
along Indian Creek to Sells Mill Park across SR 332 into downtown Hoschton and Braselton.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the findings from the existing conditions analysis, as well as input and feedback from stakeholders
and the public, a series of recommendations have been developed. These recommendations have been
grouped into Project and Policy which are described below:

Project — Recommendations related to the development of on the ground improvements within
the GHMPO study area.

Policy — Recommendations related to the approach and consideration of bicycle and pedestrian
movements and improvements. Policy recommendations are options available to the MPO and
member jurisdictions for consideration to help further bicycle and pedestrian goals in the region.

Project Recommendations

Project recommendations were developed using the following steps:

Evaluation of projects recommended in the previous GHMPO Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan
Incorporation of the plan goals to promote regional connectivity, address safety needs, expand and
connect to the existing network, and connect key origins and destinations.

Identification of needs and deficiencies through the existing conditions analysis (data analysis,
stakeholder and public input).

Identification and capitalization on programmed projects.

Project recommendations are shown in Figure 28 below. A total of seventy-two (72) projects are
recommended throughout the MPO planning area.
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FIGURE 28. ALL BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN PROJECT RECOMMENDATIONS
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PROJECT PRIORITIZATION

Due to project delivery challenges and fiscal limitations, not all recommended projects can be implemented
at once. As a result, the Advisory Committee developed prioritization criteria to help advance the
recommended bicycle and pedestrian projects towards construction. The prioritization criteria provide a
transparent methodology simplifying communication to the public and establishing a framework that the
MPO may incorporate into the future.

The base prioritization criteria include the following six categories with associated measures:

+ Traffic Conflict Reduction — provides a higher score to projects along / crossing higher volume
roads assuming the project has the greatest potential to reduce conflicts between vehicles and
bicyclists and pedestrians.

» Crash Severity & Frequency — provides a higher score to projects mitigating safety concerns based
upon the severity and frequency of crashes involving pedestrians and bicyclists.

+ Equity — provides a higher score for projects located within the census tract(s) with the highest
concentrations of EJ populations.

» Bike/Ped Infrastructure — provides a higher score to projects based on their connectivity to the
Highlands to Islands Trail or Braselton Life Path and other existing, under construction, proposed,
or programmed bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure.

+ Origins & Destinations — provides a higher score to projects with the potential to generate
pedestrian or bicycle trips based upon projected population and employment growth and the
presence of trip generators.

+ Bike/Ped Activity — provides a higher school to projects in areas where people are walking and
biking.

The base score for each project is developed using the previously listed six categories. The prioritization
framework includes three supplemental criteria which allow for the addition or subtraction of points to the
base score.

e Trails Subcommittee Input — a bonus point is added to projects identified as high priority by the
Trails Subcommittee.

e Perceived Ease of Construction — a bonus point is added is added to projects that have a faster
path to construction.
Perceived Design Challenges — a point is deducted from projects facing design challenges (more
complex due to structures, environmental constraints, etc.).

Figures 29-33 show the prioritization results.” Projects scoring eleven (11) points or higher out of a
possible seventeen (17) points have been designated as high-priority projects (Tier 1), with the highest
scoring project received fourteen (14) points. Projects with a score ranging from six (6) to ten (10) points
are designated as medium priority (Tier 2), and projects with a score of five (5) points or lower are designated
low priority (Tier 3). Full scoring details are available in Appendix C.

High scoring projects are listed in Table 13.

" Potential projects were numbered at the beginning of the planning process. Some projects were not
carried forward which is some numbers are absent from the table.
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Map #* (in
Tier Score Figures 30-

14

33)
R33

Project Type

Sidewalk/Multi-use Path

TABLE 13. PROJECT PRIORITIZATION RESULTS

Project Name/Description

Browns Bridge Rd/Jesse Jewell Pkwy
from SR 53 to Bradford St SW

14

R37

Sidewalk/Multi-use Path

John W Morrow Jr Pkwy/Dawsonville
Hwy/SR 53 from Jesse Jewell Pkwy to
Sportsman Club Rd

Sidewalk/Multi-use Path

Limestone Pkwy/US 129 from SR
369/0Id Cornelia Hwy to Clarks Bridge
Rd/SR 284

Sidewalk/Multi-use Path

SR 53 from -85 to SR 211

Multi-use Path

McEver Rd from Radford Rd to SR 53

Multi-use Path

Gainesville Park2Park Future Trails;
several shorter trails in the Downtown
Gainesville area

Sidewalk and Bike Lane

Thompson Bridge Rd/SR 60 from Price
Rd to Yellow Creek Rd

Multi-use Path

GeoPI Project ID 0020735; SR 53 from
Lewis Braselton Blvd/SR 124 to Ednaville
Rd/New Cut Rd

Sidewalk

Athens St from East of Mill St SE to
Athens Hwy/US 129

Multi-use Path

Oakwood Trail Spur; part of loop
connecting to UNG along Oakwood Rd,
Main St, a portion of Flat Creek Rd, and
some unpaved roads and creek to SR 53

Greenway

Hog Mountain Spur Trail; Spout Springs
Rd to Southern Railroad/Radford Rd
(runs parallel on the east side of 1-985
and crosses over 1-985 at SR 13)

Sidewalk/Multi-use
Path/Greenway

Blue Ridge Dr/Burns Dr/Barrett St from
Riverside Dr to Limestone Pkwy

Sidewalk/Multi-use Path

Thompson Bridge Rd/SR 60 from
Virginia Cir to Price Rd

Sidewalk/Multi-use Path

Athens Hwy/US 129 from Monroe Dr to
Gaines Mill Rd

Sidewalk and Bike Lane

GeoPI Project 0013626; MTP Project GH-
100 and GH-018; Browns Bridge Rd/SR
369 from SR 53 to Forsyth County
Boundary/Browns Memorial Bridge

Sidewalk

Green St/SR 60 from Academy St to
Glenwood Dr/Riverside Dr

RS&H May 2025

Greenway/Multi-use Path

Hoschton Life Path Alternative 2 from SR
124/Piedmont Ave to SR 53/Jackson Trail
Rd




Map #* (in
Figures 30-
33)

Tier Score

Project Type

Project Name/Description

11 R65

Multi-use Path

Connection between R50 and the
existing path along SR 53

11 29
10
10

10

10

Multi-use Path
Multi-use Path

Greenway

Sidewalk/Multi-use Path

Sidewalk/Multi-use Path

UNG Campus Trail; Thurmon Tanner
Pkwy from Oakwood Rd to UNG
Connection between R50 and the
existing path along SR 124

Running east of 1-985 along the creek
from Spout Springs Rd to SR 60
Harmony Church Rd from SR 323 to
Jackson County line

Old Cornelia Hwy from Bus 129 to White
Sulphur Elementary School (includes

| bike/ped crossing over 1-985)

Sidewalk/Multi-use Path

Sidewalk/Multi-use Path

Sidewalk and Bike Lane

Multi-use Path
Sidewalk and Bike Lane

Greenway

Multi-use Path

Bob Bryant Rd from Pennington Point Dr
to US 129/SR 11; US 129/SR 11 from Bob
Bryant Rd to A.L. Mangum Rd

SR 323 from US 129 to Harmony Church
Rd

GeoPI Project ID 0016863; SR 11/US 129
from Limestone Pkwy to north of
Brittany Ct

GeoPI Project ID 0016089; SR 211 from
Pinot Noir Dr to SR 347

MTP Project GH-111B; SR 60 from SR
211 to Calvary Church Rd

Mundy Mill Trail; UNG to Downtown
Oakwood

Flowery Branch Downtown Spur Trail;
Lights Ferry Rd from Mitchell St to
Gainesville St; Gainesville St from Lights
Ferry Rd to McEver Rd; McEver Rd from

| Gainesville St to Radford Rd

Greenway

Sidewalk/Multi-use Path

Greenway/Multi-use Path

South Hall Railroad Trail; along Southern
Railroad from Radford Rd to Main St

SR 124W from SR 332 to Gum Springs
Church Rd

Multi-Use Path along Thompson Mill Rd
and New Liberty Church Rd from
Thompson Mill Rd to north of Crest Club
Dr; Greenway from New Liberty Church

| Rd across SR 53 along creek to SR 60
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Sidewalk/Multi-use Path

Hubert Stephens Rd from SR 60 to SR
283; SR 283 from Hubert Stephens Rd to
Jim Hood Rd; Jim Hood Rd from SR 283




Tier

Score

Map #* (in
Figures 30-
33)

Project Type

Project Name/Description

| to US 129; Nopone Rd from US 129 to

SR 284; along creek to Don Carter State
Park

Sidewalk and Bike Lane

| SR 211 from SR 53 to SR 347

Bike Lane

Multi-use Path

Multi-use Path

GeoPI Project ID 0016862; US 129 from
Brittany Ct to Lakeview St

MTP Project GH-152; SR 124 east of Zion
Church Rd to SR 332

GeoPI ID Project 0015280; Spout Springs
Rd from Union Circle to S of SR-347

| (significant overlap with Project 15)

Multi-use Path

McEver Road Sidepath; McEver Rd from

| SR 347 to Jim Crow Rd

Greenway

Multi-use Path

Multi-use Path

Greenway

Mundy Mill Spur Trail; backside of Hall
County Government Center to
gated/gravel road off Millside Pkwy
behind the Linden Park East
development

Cherokee Bluffs Spur Trail; from SR 347
along Hog Mountain Rd and Swansey Rd
to Blackjack Rd; Blackjack Rd from
Boulder Ridge Ct to Williams Mill
Greenspace; Bragg Rd from Blackjack Rd
to Capitola Farm Rd; Capitola Farm Rd
from Bragg Rd to Spout Springs Rd

Old Candler Rd from SR 60 to Monroe
Dr; Monroe Dr from Old Candler Rd to
Athens St

Butler Park Connector Path; along
Southern Railroad from Midland

| Greenway to Athens St

Multi-use Path

Spout Springs Sidepath — Phase II; Spout |
Springs Rd from existing Spout Springs
Sidepath to SR 347 (significant overlap

| with Project R51)

RS&H May 2025

Greenway

Greenway

Braselton Connector Trail; connect
Braselton Life Path to Downtown
Braselton along I-85 and SR 124 with
crossing of 1-85 at Mulberry River
Alternative to US 129; running generally
parallel to US 129 to the north from
Athens St to SR 323 (significant overlap
with Project 15)




Map #* (in
Tier Score Figures 30- Project Type Project Name/Description
33)

Sardis Rd from existing sidewalks at Hall

County Fire Station 13 to Antioch Church
Multi-use Path/Greenway Rd; Allison Rd from Antioch Church Rd
to west of Sardis Creek; Greenway to E
Lake Dr and Chattahoochee Golf Club
Gum Springs Church Rd from SR 124 to
Old Traditions PI

Sidewalk/Multi-use Path

Mill St along Southern Railroad to Old
Cornelia Hwy

US 129 from Lakeview St to Jim Hood
Rd/Nopone Rd

Greenway

Multi-use Path SR 332 from SR 124 to Boone Rd ‘

Sidewalk/Multi-use Path
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Map #* (in
Tier Score Figures 30- Project Type Project Name/Description
33)

*Projects beginning with an “R" are a new recommendation in the plan. Projects without an “R" were carried
forward from the previous plan.
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FIGURE 29. PROJECT RECOMMENDATIONS (BY TIER)
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TABLE 14. BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN PROJECT RECOMMENDATIONS - GAINESVILLE

Tier Score

Map #* (in
Figure 30)

Project Type

Project Name/Description

R33

Sidewalk/Multi-use Path

Browns Bridge Rd/Jesse Jewell Pkwy from SR
53 to Bradford St SW

R37

Sidewalk/Multi-use Path

John W Morrow Jr Pkwy/Dawsonville Hwy/SR
53 from Jesse Jewell Pkwy to Sportsman Club
Rd

R23

Sidewalk/Multi-use Path

Limestone Pkwy/US 129 from SR 369/0Id
Cornelia Hwy to Clarks Bridge Rd/SR 284

23

Multi-use Path

Gainesville Park2Park Future Trails; several
shorter trails in Downtown Gainesville

Sidewalk

Athens St from East of Mill St SE to Athens
Hwy/US 129

Sidewalk/Multi-use
Path/Greenway

Blue Ridge Dr/Burns Dr/Barrett St from
Riverside Dr to Limestone Pkwy

Sidewalk/Multi-use Path

Thompson Bridge Rd/SR 60 from Virginia Cir
to Price Rd

Sidewalk/Multi-use Path

Athens Hwy/US 129 from Monroe Dr to
Gaines Mill Rd

Sidewalk/Bike Lane

Browns Bridge Rd/SR 369 from SR 53 to
Forsyth County Boundary/Browns Memorial
Bridge

Sidewalk

Green St/SR 60 from Academy St to
Glenwood Dr/Riverside Dr

Greenway/Multi-use
Path

Hoschton Life Path Alternative 2 from SR
124/Piedmont Ave to SR 53/Jackson Trail Rd

Sidewalk/Multi-use Path

Old Cornelia Hwy from Bus 129 to White
Sulphur Elementary School (includes
bike/ped crossing over 1-985)

Sidewalk/Multi-use Path

GeoPI Project ID 0016863; SR 11/US 129
from Limestone Pkwy to north of Brittany Ct

Greenway

Mundy Mill Spur Trail; backside of Hall
County Government Center to gated/gravel
road off Millside Pkwy behind the Linden
Park East development

Multi-use Path

Old Candler Rd from SR 60 to Monroe Dr;
Monroe Dr from Old Candler Rd to Athens St

Greenway

Butler Park Connector Path; along Southern
Railroad from Midland Greenway to Athens
St

RS&H May 2025

Greenway

Alternative to US 129; running generally
parallel to US 129 to the north from Athens
St to SR 323 (significant overlap with Project
15)




Score Map #* (in
Figure 30)

Project Type

Multi-Use
Path/Greenway

Greenway

Project Name/Description

Sardis Rd from existing sidewalks at Hall
County Fire Station 13 to Antioch Church Rd;
Allison Rd from Antioch Church Rd to west of
Sardis Creek; Greenway to E Lake Dr and
Chattahoochee Golf Club

Mill St along Southern Railroad to Old
Cornelia Hwy

*Projects beginning with an “R" are a new recommendation in the plan. Projects without an “R" were carried

forward from the previous plan.
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FIGURE 30. PROJECT RECOMMENDATIONS (BY TIER) - GAINESVILLE
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TABLE 15. BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN PROJECT RECOMMENDATIONS - JACKSON COUNTY

Map #* (in

Figure 31) Project Type Project Name/Description

RA0 S'dewa”;;mum_use SR 53 from 1-85 to SR 211

GeoPI Project ID 0020735; SR 53 from Lewis
Multi-use Path Braselton Blvd/SR 124 to Ednaville Rd/New Cut
Rd

11 R6S Multi-use Path Connection between R50 and the existing path
along SR 53

GeoPI Project ID 0016089; SR 211 from Pinot

10 Multi-use Path Connection between R50 and the existing path
along SR 124

MR (R Noir Dr to SR 347

10 R49
- S'dewa";; m“'t"use SR 124W from SR 332 to Gum Springs Church Rd

Multi-Use Path along Thompson Mill Rd and New
. Liberty Church Rd from Thompson Mill Rd to
R10 Greenwathl\r:Iultl—Use north of Crest Club Dr; Greenway from New

Liberty Church Rd across SR 53 along creek to SR
60

. MTP Project GH-152; SR 124 east of Zion Church
Braselton Connector Trail; connect Braselton Life
2 Greenway Path to Downtown Braselton along I-85 and SR
124 with crossing of 1-85 at Mulberry River

SR 53 to Sell's Mill Park
Davis St from Pinecrest Ln to Henry E. Braselton

R Multi- Path .
= ulti-use Pat Dr; Henry E. Braselton Dr from Davis St to SR 124

n o
Sidewalk/Multi-use | Gum Springs Church Rd from SR 124 to Old
R1 "
Path Traditions PI
n Multi-use Path SR 332 from SR 124 to Boone Rd
5 R4 Greenway SR 124 to Creek Nation Rd
5 R47 Sidewalk MTP Project GH-111A; SR 60 from SR 211 to |-85
5 R62 Multi-use Path Hoschton Life Path Alt. #1 west of SR 53
5 R63 Multi-use Path W Jefferson St from R62 to SR 53
4 R3 Greenway Along creek from SR 332 to SR 124
4 R7 SieamEay Along Indian Creek from Downtown Braselton to
™ SR 332
'E’ 3 R8 Multi-use Path Peachtree Rd from Mulberry River to SR 53
3 R61 Greenway Hoschton Life Path Alt. #2 east of SR 53
3 22 Multi-use Path Sell's Mill Connector Trail; Jackson Trail Rd from
2
0

Greenway/Multi-use
Path
*Projects beginning with an “R" are a new recommendation in the plan. Projects without an “"R” were carried

forward from the previous plan.

R57 Indian Creek Rd from R61 to SR 332
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FIGURE 31. PROJECT RECOMMENDATIONS (BY TIER) - JACKSON COUNTY
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TABLE 16. BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN PROJECT RECOMMENDATIONS - NORTH HALL COUNTY

Map #* (in

Tier Score Figure 32)

Project Type Project Name/Description

Thompson Bridge Rd/SR 60 from Price

R43 Sidewalk/Bike Lanes Rd to Yellow Creek Rd

Harmony Church Rd from SR 323 to
Jackson County line

SR 323 from US 129 to Harmony Church
Rd

Hubert Stephens Rd from SR 60 to SR
283; SR 283 from Hubert Stephens Rd to
Sidewalk/Multi-use Path Jim Hood Rd; Jim Hood Rd from SR 283
to US 129; Nopone Rd from US 129 to SR
284; along creek to Don Carter State Park
GeoPI Project ID 0016862; US 129 from
Brittany Ct to Lakeview St

Sidewalk/Multi-use Path

Sidewalk/Multi-use Path

Bike Lane

Sardis Rd from existing sidewalks at Hall

County Fire Station 13 to Antioch Church
Multi-use Path/Greenway Rd: Allison Rd from Antioch Church Rd to

west of Sardis Creek; Greenway to E Lake

Dr and Chattahoochee Golf Club

US 129 from Lakeview St to Jim Hood

Rd/Nopone Rd

Sidewalk/Multi-use Path

*Projects beginning with an “R" are a new recommendation in the plan. Projects without an “R" were carried
forward from the previous plan.
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FIGURE 32. PROJECT RECOMMENDATIONS (BY TIER) - NORTH HALL COUNTY

R28

29

LUMPKIN 52) (383) CLERMONT; )

7]

159 R22

HALL

GAINESVILLE

OAKWOOD @ A

DLO

Legend

Current Trail Network Project Recommendations (by Tier) D GHMPO Planning Boundary Major Roadway
Status - ] Lake Lanier Roadway
e Existing — ) City Limit

Under Construction 3 County Boundary



TABLE 17. BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN PROJECT RECOMMENDATIONS — SOUTH HALL COUNTY

Map #* (in

Tier S
1er ST Eigure 29)

Project Type Project Name/Description

13 R40 Sidewalk/Multi-use Path SR 53 from 1-85 to SR 211

13 R58 Multi-use Path McEver Rd from Radford Rd to SR 53
Oakwood Trail Spur; part of loop
connecting to UNG along Oakwood Rd,
Main St, a portion of Flat Creek Rd, and
some unpaved roads and creek to SR 53
Hog Mountain Spur Trail; Spout Springs
Rd to Southern Railroad/Radford Rd
(runs parallel on the east side of [-985
and crosses over 1-985 at SR 13)

UNG Campus Trail; Thurmon Tanner
Pkwy from Oakwood Rd to UNG
Running east of [-985 along the creek
from Spout Springs Rd to SR 60

Mundy Mill Trail; UNG to Downtown
Oakwood

Flowery Branch Downtown Spur Trail;
Lights Ferry Rd from Mitchell St to
Multi-use Path Gainesville St; Gainesville St from Lights
Ferry Rd to McEver Rd; McEver Rd from
Gainesville St to Radford Rd

GeoPI Project ID 0016089; SR 211 from
Pinot Noir Dr to SR 347

MTP Project GH-111B; SR 60 from SR
211 to Calvary Church Rd

South Hall Railroad Trail; along Southern
Railroad from Radford Rd to Main St
Sidewalk/Bike Lane SR 211 from SR 53 to SR 347

GeoPI ID Project 0015280; Spout Springs
Multi-use Path Rd from Union Cir to S of SR 347 — Phase
Il (significant overlap with Project 15)
McEver Road Sidepath; McEver Rd from
SR 347 to Jim Crow Rd

Cherokee Bluffs Spur Trail; from SR 347
along Hog Mountain Rd and Swansey Rd
to Blackjack Rd; Blackjack Rd from
Multi-use Path Boulder Ridge Ct to Williams Mill
Greenspace; Bragg Rd from Blackjack Rd
to Capitola Farm Rd; Capitola Farm Rd
from Bragg Rd to Spout Springs Rd

12 14 Multi-use Path

Greenway

Multi-use Path

Greenway

Greenway

Multi-use Path

Sidewalk and Bike Lane

Greenway

Multi-use Path

RS&H May 2025




Map #* (in

Tier Score .
Figure 29)

Project Type Project Name/Description

Spout Springs Sidepath — Phase II; Spout
Multi-use Path Springs Rd from existing Spout Springs
Sidepath to SR 347

*Projects beginning with an “R" are a new recommendation in the plan. Projects without an "R" were carried
forward from the previous plan.
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FIGURE 33. PROJECT RECOMMENDATIONS (BY TIER) - SOUTH HALL COUNTY
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Policy Recommendations

MPO

MPOs play an important role in supporting opportunities for regional walking and bicycling. MPOs are
limited in that they do not have implementation or enforcement authority, but can support public outreach,
education and project programming. MPOs can promote and support walking and bicycling in the following
ways:

e Incorporate project prioritization supporting projects that provide or support infrastructure
designed to improve walking and bicycling into all MPO project selection processes such as the TIP,
MTP, and UPWP.

e Create and manage a publicly accessible repository of all data relating to bicycle and pedestrian
roadway facilities, bicycle and pedestrian activity, and bicycle and pedestrian safety / crash data.
The MPO can also conduct bike and pedestrian counts in partnership with member jurisdictions.

e Establish a Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC), peer to the Citizens Advisory
Committee, to inform the work and recommendations of GHMPO's Technical Coordinating
Committee and Policy Committee. This can be accomplished by expanding GHMPQO's Trails
Subcommittee or creating a new separate committee.

e Host educational training session to inform member jurisdictions and their staff on best practices
for bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure, manage public awareness campaigns for citizens on how
to safely walk and ride a bike around the GHMPO region, and perform street audits to evaluate the
existing and planned bike and pedestrian network of an area.

e Issue recommendations through planning documents to member jurisdictions regarding the
identification, expansion, and improvement of pedestrian and bicycle networks. This can include
area-specific planning studies, or larger regional bike and pedestrian plans or roadway Safety
Action Plans (SAPs). Furthermore, design guidelines for walking and biking facilities can be issued
through documents such as the GHMPO Complete Streets Policy.

¢ In alignment with benchmarks related to reducing emissions and improving vehicular throughput,
the MPO can establish and report on performance measures relating to the magnitude of new bike
and pedestrian infrastructure, usage (through counts) and safety, and develop targets against which
progress can be evaluated.

LOCAL

Member jurisdictions have indicated an interest in learning about policies that may be impactful to improve
bicycle and pedestrian safety and use at the local level. The following policy recommendations provide a
series of options for consideration by member jurisdictions to help further bicycle and pedestrian goals in
the region through existing and potential policy documents:

Bike and Pedestrian Network Plans

Network Plans are a planning document by which a municipality or local government sets the framework
for a local set of connected bike and pedestrian infrastructure. Within these plans a jurisdiction can identify
neighborhood bike networks and shared streets, where bicyclists can travel in the center of a roadway safely,
without the need for dedicated bike lanes. Shared Streets can be implemented on local streets without hard
construction through the deployment of transportation calming infrastructure, painted facilities such as
sharrows, reduced speed limits to 25 mph or lower, and diverting motor vehicle through traffic through
signage.
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Major Thoroughfare Plans and Trail Plans

Major Thoroughfare Plans require development projects to dedicate land identified in the plan for roadway
facilities. This mechanism can allow jurisdictions to require the construction of new bike and pedestrian
facilities by developers if Complete Streets Policies are in place. Additionally, if a jurisdiction develops a trail
plan and incorporates recommended trail corridors from the plan into a Major Thoroughfare Plan,
development projects can be required to construct multi-use paths and greenways.

Roadway Design Guidance and Unified Development Codes (UDCs)

As a part of a UDC or a city's development ordinance, development and redevelopment projects are
required to construct certain facilities. These codes can be updated to require the deployment of the best
practices for safe bicycle and pedestrian design. The Highlands to Islands Design Guide is a local example.
Similarly, through development codes, new projects can be required to construct facilities or amenities such
as pedestrian cut throughs, bicycle parking, and bicycle repair facilities.

Complete Streets Policies

Cities and towns can adopt a Complete Streets Policy which amends the municipalities processes for
planning, designing, and maintaining select streets to incorporate safety for all roadway users of all ages
and abilities at the outset of any process.”> Member jurisdictions should adopt policies that align with the
GHMPO Complete Streets Policy.

Additionally, as a part of complete streets policies, member jurisdictions may create crossing requirements
in terms of design (at intersections and mid-block) and location, making it easier and safer for bicyclists and
pedestrians to cross roadways.

Roadway Safety Action Plans

Roadway Safety Action Plans (SAPs) are federally recommended documents to identify areas of frequent
severe and fatal roadway crashes with a set of recommendations to mitigate the unsafe facilities. Member
jurisdictions with existing plans' should update them every 2 years in alignment with federal Safe Streets
and Roads for All (SS4A) Guidance. Those jurisdictions without SAPs should consider applying for federal
grants to create plans. This will include identifying and prioritizing roads in need of traffic and safety
improvements, evaluating and lowering speed limits where appropriate, and developing data-informed
traffic calming implementations which may also include streetscape beautification.

Infrastructure is only one part of roadway safety and Safety Action Plans. Member jurisdictions can also
develop and launch education campaigns to inform citizens on some of the most common conflicts
between bicyclists, pedestrians, and motorists, and/or organize Safe Routes to School (SRTS) initiatives.

Capital Improvement Plans (CIPs)

To implement all infrastructure planned and designed in the documents above, municipalities adopt CIPs
where they plan for all construction in their jurisdiction in a set timeframe, including maintenance activities
and new construction. In this process, member jurisdictions may require specific types of roadway
improvements and maintenance to assess the potential to incorporate bike infrastructure. One example is
repaving a roadway with abundant pavement width to be re-striped with dedicated bicycle lanes. Cities can

12 0akwood and Gainesville already have Complete Streets Policies.
13 Hall County is currently developing a Comprehensive Safety Action Plan.
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also invest in safety improvements of the roadway such as streetlights in areas of high pedestrian and
bicycle activity or implement sidewalk programs to build new facilities.

Zoning Ordinances

Member jurisdictions can amend their zoning ordinances to promote bicycle and pedestrian supportive
development such as mixed-use zoning, which allows key destinations to be placed closer to one another
and may require the design and implementation of facilities adhering to complete street principles.

Retroactive Improvements

Member jurisdictions can look for opportunities to retrofit or reconfigure existing roads to add bicycle and
pedestrian accommodations through restriping of wide travel lanes, repurposing paved shoulders, using
easements or existing right-of-way for sidewalks and/or bicycle lanes, implementing road diets on roads
with excess capacity, creating bike boulevards on low-speed streets, or adding bike ramps at major
intersections to allow access to sidewalks and crosswalks.

Examples of complete streets policy implementation by Caltrans. Bike Lanes on SR 145 at Yosemite Ave
Between Lyons St & Mace St: Existing Design (left) vs. Proposed Design (right)
Source: A National Investigation on the Impacts of Lane Width on Traffic Safety — Johns Hopkins University ™

Municipal Enforcement Ordinances and Practices

Member jurisdictions can provide on-bike training to law enforcement officers as well as training on the
rights and responsibilities of all road users and create patrol cyclist programs.

Furthermore, member jurisdictions can pass ordinances to address harassment of a bicyclist, pedestrian, or
person in a wheelchair.

Other Initiatives

Local jurisdictions can offer bicycle-and-pedestrian-friendly business incentives that support bicycle use
and walking, such as providing bike parking, shower stations, or incentivizing their employees to ride and
walk to work.

Member jurisdictions can also invest in public bike-sharing systems to provide accessible cycling options
across their jurisdiction.

4 JHU-2023-Narrowing-Travel-Lanes-Report.pdf
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Additionally, member jurisdictions can identify and develop mobility hubs, or places where people can
conveniently access multiple travel options. These hubs can start with a mix of options for commuters (park-
and-ride lots, bike share stations, rideshare pick-up. etc.) and grow to incorporate transit as transit options
are expanded in the region.
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FUNDING SOURCES

This chapter highlights the funding sources available to fund the projects recommended in this plan.
Funding sources are a mix of federal, state, discretionary, local, grants, and private/non-profit funds.

Federal & State

Bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure can be funded as part of larger roadway projects using federal and
state funds. These funds are managed by GDOT through coordination with the MPO. GDOT's Complete
Streets Policy dictates when and what type of bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure is included. GHMPO
should coordinate with GDOT during the project delivery process on final roadway designs.

Discretionary
FEDERAL

Other revenue sources that can be used for bicycle and pedestrian projects include the following types of
federal discretionary funds:

e Surface Transportation Block Grant (STBG) — Direct Attributable (DA)
e Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP)

e Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ)

e Bonus Allocation

e Carbon Reduction Program (CRP)

How the funds are administered within the GHMPO planning area for most funding sources is determined
by FHWA and GDOT. For the CRP, GHMPO issues a call for projects, the Policy Committee approves the
project list, and GHMPO staff send the list to GDOT for programming.

STATE

State discretionary funding is another revenue source that can be used for bicycle and pedestrian projects.
A major source of state discretionary funding is Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) funds. The
GDOT Safety Program utilizes a data-driven process to identify safety projects to fund using HSIP funds.
Safety projects may be nominated or are identified using various data sources. Projects that comprise the
HSIP are usually moderately-sized projects and include pedestrian and bicycle safety improvements.

GHMPO should explore HSIP funds and other state discretionary funding options with the GDOT District 1
Engineer.

Local

Local funds, set aside by individual counties or municipalities, can be used to fund bicycle and pedestrian
improvements. The Special Option Local Sales Tax (SPLOST) and the more targeted Transportation Special
Option Local Sales Tax (TSPLOST) are two possible local funding sources, although referendums were denied
in Hall and Jackson counties in November 2024. The SPLOST is a 1% sales tax dedicated to funding capital
outlay projects, like road improvements, over a predetermined period. The TSPLOST is a 1% sales tax where
the projects consist of transportation purposes only.

A bond referendum is another possible local funding source. A bond referendum asks voters whether they
authorize local government to use General Obligation (GO) bonds as a financing tool for specific projects.
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An infrastructure bond could be used for building new roads and bridges, improving existing intersections
and transportation infrastructure, or advancing pedestrian connectivity.

Local governments can also establish tax allocation districts (TADs) to revitalize blighted or underutilized
areas. Future taxes over and above the current tax base floor for a given period of time are used to pay the
costs of infrastructure or other improvements needed to spur development. Another option is a Special
Service District (SSD), or targeted tax district approved through legislation where property owners pay
slightly more in property taxes to fund improvements from which they will benefit. An SSD was approved
by the City of Atlanta to complete the Atlanta Beltline’s multi-use trail loop and could be a potential funding
source for future sections of the Highlands to Islands Trail.

Counties and local governments may also elect to set aside monies for transportation projects (including
bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure) in their annual budgets. Local sources could also include property
taxes, impact fees, or hotel/motel taxes. Local funds are also often used to provide the required local match
for projects using federal funds.

Grants

Through legislative measures, including the Infrastructure and Investment Jobs Act (IJA), GHMPO and
member jurisdictions can apply to a variety of programs which are aimed at providing funding for
transportation plans and projects, including bicycle and pedestrian projects and improvements.

Potential grants available to the MPO and member jurisdictions within the planning area are shown in Table
14.

GHMPO and member jurisdictions should continue to monitor IIJA and any changes to programs to
determine what programes, if any, may be available or beneficial. A complete listing of these programs can
be found on the United States Department of Transportation (USDOT) website. '

Grants are also available through foundations and non-profit organizations like The Robert Wood Johnson
Foundation and the National Trails Fund.

5 https://www.transportation.gov/infrastructure-investment-and-jobs-act/infrastructure-investment-and-
jobs-act-grant-programs

RS&H May 2025 91


https://www.transportation.gov/infrastructure-investment-and-jobs-act/infrastructure-investment-and-jobs-act-grant-programs
https://www.transportation.gov/infrastructure-investment-and-jobs-act/infrastructure-investment-and-jobs-act-grant-programs

Source

Active
Transportation
Infrastructure
Investment Program
(ATIIP)/BIL Sec.
11529

Railway Highway
Crossing Program
(part of HSIP)
Promoting Resilient
Operations for
Transformative,
Efficient, and Cost-
saving
Transportation
(PROTECT) Program
Better Utilizing
Investments to
Leverage
Development
(BUILD)

Safe Streets and
Roads for All (SS4A)
Reconnecting
Communities Pilot
Program

Urbanized Area
Formula Grants -
5307

Enhanced Mobility of
Seniors & Individuals
with Disabilities -
Section 5310
National Highway
Traffic Safety
Administration
(NHTSA) 405(g)
NHTSA 402

GDOT Transit Trust
Fund Program (TTFP)
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TABLE 14. POTENTIAL GRANT OPPORTUNITIES

FHWA Office of
Planning,
Environment, &
Realty (HEP)
FHWA (core

Federal-aid
program)

FHWA Office of
Planning,
Environment, &
Realty (HEP)

usboT

usDOT

UsDOT

FTA

FTA

NHTSA

NHTSA

GDOT

Bicycle

Y (rail crossing)

Y (resilience
element)

Y (accessibility
component)

Y (safety lens)

Y (safety lens)

N

Pedestrian
Infrastructure

Y (rail crossing)

Y (resilience
element)

Y (accessibility
component)

Y (safety lens)

Y (safety lens)

N

Y (rail crossing)

Y (resilience
element)

Y (accessibility
component)

Y (safety lens)

Y (safety lens)

Y

Other (Transit,

micromobility, etc.)
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Private/Developer

Another funding source for construction and/or maintenance of facilities could be partnerships with the
private sector. Businesses could make monetary donations or organize clean up events in exchange for
promotion. Larger companies are also building bicycle and sidewalk infrastructure for their campuses and
surrounding communities to attract talent.

Additionally, developers could be required to construct facilities or pay a fee in lieu of construction that
would be available by municipalities for use in developing the bicycle and pedestrian network. Bicycle and
pedestrian facilities could also be negotiated as part of development approval.

Innovative

Non-profit organizations, municipalities, and individual advocates have also used crowdfunding to fund
desired bicycle and pedestrian projects. Crowd funding is a way to raise money from a large number of
people, typically via the internet.

RS&H May 2025 93



GAINESVILLE-HALL METROPOLITAN PLANNING
ORGANIZATION

2025 BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN PLAN UPDATE

DRAFT APPENDIX

<




TABLE OF CONTENTS
APPENDIX A: GDOT DESIGN POLICY MANUAL — MTP PROJECT ANALYSIS.3

APPENDIX B: PUBLIC SURVEY RESULTS oo 6
APPENDIX C: BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN PROJECT PRIORITIZATION
I SRR 334



APPENDIX A: GDOT DESIGN POLICY
MANUAL — MTP PROJECT ANALYSIS



Ped Accommodations

Ped Accommodations

Ped Accommodations

Bike Accommondations

Bike Accommodations

Bike Accommodations

MapID | GHMPO # Pl # County Project Name Project Type Determined in Project ] i Warranted per GDOT Determined in Project . i Warranted per GDOT
determined in GEOPI PSR determined in GEOPI PSR
Sheets DPM Sheets DPM
i X . . . Outside city limits. Does not meet i Within 3 miles of schools - meets
R46 GH-020B 0016862 Hall SR 11/US 129 from Brittany Court to S of Lakeview St - Phase Il Widening No Yes, no accommodations o No Yes, no accommodations L .
standard or guideline guideline minimum
SR 11/US 129 from Limestone Parkway to N of Brittany Court - . . X Partially in city limits - meets i Within 3 miles of schools - meets
R45 GH-020C 0016863 Hall Widening No Yes, no accommodations No Yes, no accommodations o .
Phase Il standard guideline minimum
i . . . . X i Partially in city limits - meets . X Within 3 miles of schools - meets
R51 GH-023B 0015280 Hall Spout Springs Road Widening - Phase Il Widening Yes, 10" multiuse path Yes, no accommodations Yes, 10" multiuse path Yes, no accommodations L .
standard guideline minimum
SR 60/Thompson Bridge Road - SR 136/Price Road to Yellow . . . . Outside city limits, but meets . . Meets standard (school along
R43 GH-038 132610 Hall i i Widening Yes, sidewalks recommended Yes, no accommodations i Yes, bike lanes recommended Yes, no accommodations i
Creek Road in Murrayville standard (school along corridor) corridor)
’ . ) . e . Within 3 miles of schools - meets
GH-119 0015551 Hall SR 60/Thompson Bridge Road at Chattahoochee River Bridge Replacement No Yes, no accommodations Within city limits - meets standard No Yes, no accommodations guideline minimum
Yes, meandering sidewalks on X L X Within 3 miles of schools - meets
R44 GH-121 0017392 Hall SR11 BY/SR60 from CS 624/Academy St to CS 548/Glenwood Dr | Roadway Operations g Yes, no accommodations Within city limits - meets standard No Yes, no accommodations L .
both sides guideline minimum
SR 60/Thompson Bridge Road From SR 400/Lumpkin To Yellow
GH-130 0013762 | Hall, Lumpkin Creek Road/Fl)-iall g P Widening No Yes, no accommodations Does not meet warrant No Yes, no accommodations Does not meet warrant
GH-141 0017735 Hall SR 283/Holly Springs Road at Flat Creek Bridge Replacement No Yes, no accommodations Does not meet warrant No Yes, no accommodations Does not meet warrant
GH-144 0019079 Hall SR 284/Shoal Creek Road at Eubank Creek Bridge Replacement No Yes, no accommodations Does not meet warrant No Yes, no accommodations Does not meet warrant
Widening of State Route 211 from Pinot Noir Drive to State Route Within 3 miles of schools - meets
R49 GH-147 0016089 Hall 'g X Widening Yes, 10" multiuse path Yes, no accommodations Within city limits - meets standard Yes, 10' multiuse path Yes, no accommodations L .
347 / Friendship Road guideline minimum
Partially in city limits - meets
‘ayin cly I_ ! Within 3 miles of schools - meets
. . . standard, but variance may be - - .
SR 365/State Route 419 Widening from 1-985 to Belton Bridge X . . . . X guideline minimum, but variance
GH-150 0020731 Hall Widening No Yes, no accommodations required given nature of road. No Yes, no accommodations . )
Road R X ) may be required given nature of
Remember: interesting Replica road
ped values detected ’
Within 3 miles of schools - meets
uideline minimum, but variance
R50 GH-151 0020735 NA SR 53 Widening from SR 124 to New Cut Road Widening No Yes, no accommodations Within city limits - meets standard No Yes, no accommodations g . .
may be required given nature of
road.
SR 369/Browns Bridge Road From SR 53/McEver Road To Forsyth . . . . Partially in city limits - meets . i Within 3 miles of schools - meets
R41 GH-018 0013626 Hall K Widening Yes, sidewalks recommended Yes, no accommodations Yes, bike lanes recommended Yes, no accommodations L .
County Line standard guideline minimum
. . . i Yes, bike i L Yes, bike o .
SR 211/0ld Winder Highway From SR 53/Winder Highway To SR X . . . . . Partially in city limits - meets . . X . Within 3 miles of schools - meets
R42 GH-025 0007233 Hall ) ) Widening lanes/sidewalks/extension of Yes, accommodations included lanes/sidewalks/extension of Yes, accommodations included o o
347/Friendship Road i standard i guideline minimum
Braselton Lifepath Braselton Lifepath
Partially in city limits - meets
SR 11/US 129/Cleveland Highway From North Of CR 65/Nopone o i ¥ y X Within 3 miles of schools - meets
GH-035 0014129 Hall . Widening No Yes, no accommodations standard (has school along road No Yes, no accommodations o .
To SR 284/Clarks Bridge Road guideline minimum
and has a crash)
o ) ) ) Not within city limts - meets ) X ) Within 3 miles of schools - meets
R40 GH-040 0013310 Hall, Jackson |SR 53 from I-85/Jackson St SR211/Hall Widening Yes, sidewalks/multiuse path Yes, no accommodations o ) Yes, sidewalks/multiuse path Yes, no accommodations o o
guideline (has a pedestrian crash) guideline minimum
. . X X i Partially in city limits - meets . X . School along road - meets
GH-084 0001821 Hall McEver Road Widening - Phase | Widening Yes, 10" multiuse path Yes, accommodations included Yes, 10" multiuse path Yes, accommodations included .
standard (has school along road) standard minimum
1-85 at SR 60 - New Interchange (Widen SR 60 from I-85 to SR 124 . . .
GH-102 0013086 Jackson Unfunded) New Interchange Yes, sidewalks recommended Yes, no accommodations Does not meet warrant Yes, none Yes, no accommodations Does not meet warrant
- Unfu
. Intersection Within city limits - meets Within 3 miles of schools - meets
GH-103 NA Hall Athens Hwy at Chestnut St operations No NA L e ] No NA o o
Improvements guideline (within 1 mile of school) guideline minimum
Within 3 miles of schools - meets
EE Butler Parkway/Athens Street At MLK Jr. Boulevard Intersection Partial crosswalks existing, could guideline minimum. Is in heavy
GH-105 NA Hall . No NA No NA
Intersection Improvements Improvements be completed (1 ped crash) urban area, so may meet
standard as well)
Project to address congestion and safety along SR 60/Candler Rd
R47 GH-111A NA Hall, Jackson ) g ¥ g Widening Yes, sidewalks recommended NA Does not meet warrant Yes, none NA Does not meet warrant
between -85 and SR 211
Not within city limts - meets
Project to address congestion and safety along SR 60/Candler Rd o . y School along road - meets
R52 GH-111B NA Hall Widening Yes, sidewalks recommended NA standard (has a school along Yes, none NA .
between SR 211 and Calvary Church Rd standard minimum
road, and a couple crashes)
GH-120 NA Gwinnett, Hall |1-985 From I-85/Gwinnett To SR 53/Mundy Mill Road Widening Yes, none NA Not warranted (interstate) Yes, none NA Not warranted (interstate)




Ped Accommodations

Ped Accommodations

Ped Accommodations

Bike Accommondations

Bike Accommodations

Bike Accommodations

MapID | GHMPO # Pl # County Project Name Project Type Determined in Project ] i Warranted per GDOT Determined in Project . i Warranted per GDOT
determined in GEOPI PSR determined in GEOPI PSR
Sheets DPM Sheets DPM
1-985 widening from SR 53/Mundy Mill Road to SR 365/Lanier
GH-131 NA Hall Tech Drive g y Widening Yes, none NA Not warranted (interstate) Yes, none NA Not warranted (interstate)
o Within 3 miles of schools and has
i o Partially in city limits - meets X .
R48 GH-152 NA Jackson Widen SR 124 from before Henry Braselton Dr to SR 332 (4 lanes) Widening No NA standard No NA a bike crash location - meets
guideline minimum
. L Within 3 miles of schools - meets
GH-153 NA Hall Roundabout on McEver Road at Stephens Road Roundabout Yes, sidewalks recommended NA Within city limits - meets standard Yes, none NA o .
guideline minimum
X Within city limits - meets standard Right next to school, meets
GH-154 NA Hall Roundabout on McEver Road at Flat Creek Road Roundabout Yes, sidewalks recommended NA Yes, none NA
(and next to school) standard
. L Within 3 miles of schools - meets
GH-155 NA Hall Roundabout on McEver Road at Radford Road Roundabout Yes, sidewalks recommended NA Within city limits - meets standard Yes, none NA L .
guideline minimum
L Within 3 miles of schools - meets
R53 GH-156 NA Hall Mulberry Street Connector New Road No NA Within city limits - meets standard No NA

guideline minimum
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What are your reasons for walking?

350

92%

300

250 B Exercise/fitness
EPleasure

200
B Errands/shopping

150
B To save money

100 B Commuting to/from work or

school

50




What type of walking path do you prefer?

3% 0%

W Paved trail

m Sidewalk / sidepath

H Unpaved trail

H Other (please specity)
m Skipped

Other Responses
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Do you ride a bicycle?

H Yes

m No

What are your reasons for bicycling?

250
200 F 93% W Exercise
W Pleasure
150
B Errands/shopping
100
B Commuting to/from work
orschool
50 B To save money




What are your reasons for not riding a bicycle?

90

80

70

60

50

40

30

20

10

53%

mFew safe places to ride

B No interest

HLack of bicycling facilities

®m Physical limitations

H Existing bicycling facilities
are not maintained

How easy is it to walk or bike in the planning area?

8 2
2% | 1%

m Difficult

m Very difficult
H Neutral

® No opinion
H Easy

H Very easy

m Skipped

10



I am comfortable biking...

250

B On quiet streets with little traffic
200 54%

B On streets with bike lanes that
are fully separated from vehicles

H[do not have any interest in
biking

150

m [ do not currently bike but am
interested

100 B With traffic on almost anyroad

B On trails, away from vehicles
50

B On streets with moderate traffic,
if there are painted bike lanes

0% 0%

How do you connect to the existing trails today?

250 67%

200 B [ drive to trailheads and park

vehicle in designated areas

B walk
150

H1do notuse trails
100
[ bike

50 B Other (please specity)

Other Responses
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What improvements should GHMPO focus on to make it more
comfortable for you to walk or bike?

300 m Construct new sidewalks
78% and trails

250 m Improve / add more
pedestrian and bicycle
crossings

200 | B Widen existing sidewalks
and side paths

150 F ® Improve lighting

30% 30%

H Add dedicated bicycle

100 e
facilities

M Better maintain walking and

50 biking facilities

W Other (please specify)

Other Responses
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How did you hear about this survey?

200 r
180
160
140
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80

47%

m Social Media

B Other (please specity)
® Word of mouth

m Website

H Newsletter
HIn-person Event

m Skipped

Other Responses
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Would you like to receive project updates?

B Yes, both MTP and Bike/Ped
Plan
H No

H Yes, Bike/Ped Plan only

H Yes, MTP only

m Skipped
What is your race?
13 8 6
14 390\ 2%1%
20
5%
| White

B Other (please specify)

m Skipped

B Two or more races

m Black or African American

B Asian or Pacific Islander

Other Responses
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B Female
H Male
B Skipped

m Other (please self-describe)

Other Responses
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How many vehicles does your household have?

2%

m2
u3
H4 or more
ml

® Skipped

How many people live in your household?

12
3%

m2
W4 or more
m3
ml

m Skipped

17



What was your estimated total annual household income in

2023 before taxes?

7 3
2% | 1%

Please identify your age group.

H More than $100,000
m$75,000 to $99,999
H$50,000 to $74,999
m Skipped

W $30,000 to $49,999
m$14,000 to $29,999
® Under $13,999
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15

14

2

W65+
m55-64
m3544
m45-54
W25-34
m18-24
m Skipped
Under 18
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Where are roadway improvements needed?

D
P2

3

o OAKWOOD
5
(60
1 N
26 O (332)
o)
27
FLOWERY
BRANCH
A
/li/
BUFORD s T2

BRASELTON 25

24

GWINNETT
BARROW

17,

0 25 5
Miles
o Roadway Improvements :’ County
Needed .
Lake Lanier
/“ [——] GHMPO Planning Boundary
City

GAINESVILLE-HALL

Sources: GHMPQ, Public Survey
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Where do you have safety concerns?
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Where would you like to ride transit outside of Hall County?

DAWSO,

FORSYTH

OAKWOOD

BRANCH

GAINESVILLE

3) 085,
BuForD (11
SrEsTHAVEN -
\357\_‘ yo ey ;’403}
e
BRASELTON
\
Ti24 ]
GWINNETT
BARROW _
(532 N
0 25 5 :
Miles
o Desired Transit :| County
Destinations ;
Lake Lanier
/“ ] GHMPO Planning Boundary
City

GAINESVILLE-HALL

Sources: GHMPO, Public Survey

28



Desired Transit Destinations
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Where would you like to walk or bike?
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Desired Walking or Biking Destinations
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Where are sidewalks or trails needed?
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Sidewalks or Trails Needed
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APPENDIX C: BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN
PROJECT PRIORITIZATION DETAILS
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Table 14. Project Prioritization Criteria and Results

Trails Subcommittee
Traffic Conflict Reduction |Crash Severity & Frequency Equity Bike/Ped Infrastructure Origins & Destinations Bike/Ped Activity T Perceived Ease of Construction | Perceived Design Challenges
If the project:
-requires a grade separation
-crosses an at-grade railroad
crossing
= 1 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
B S -features more than 1 waterbody
or wetland crossing per mile
a u -impacts a structure (culvert or
bridge)
s —_ p C
No connection to existing, under
e . . No Concentration of EJ construction, proposed, or Does not meet threshholds for Does not meet threshholds for p r
0 Project along local road No bike/ped crashes ) R NA NA NA T
populations programmed bike/ped Score 1 Score 1 .
infrastructure l I
(0]
C e t If the project:
In a TAZ with 0.51 -1 person per -has available right-of-way t
r Part of or connects to any other acre increase between 2020-2055 |Along a road or connects to a road m e Flagged as high -runs along a utility easement
. ) ) Bike/Ped crash that resulted |Slight Concentration of EJ existing, under construction, OR with between 1-5 bicycle trips per . ge g . -runs through publicly owned land a
1] 1 Project along minor collector|. L L X A . e I |importance by Trails . . NA
in possible injury or no injury |populations proposed, or programmed 0.51 -1 employees per acre day OR between 10-50 walking trips Subcommittee -isin a floodplain or along a creek l
t pedestrian or bicycle infrastructure |increase between 2020-2055 AND |per day n i or river
Access to at least 1 trip generator -is along or within a park, recreation
e t a area, or conservation land
r In a TAZ with a greaterthan 1 a
. Bike/ped crash with visible Part of or connects to an existing, |person per acre increase between
i " ) ) Along a road or connects to a road l
. . injury OR roadway had 2 or |Moderate Concentration of |[under construction or proposed 2020-2055 OR i R K
2 Project along major collector . X X ) . with 6 or more bicycle trips per day NA NA NA
more bike/ped crashes EJ populations portion of the Highlands to Island  |>1 employees per acre increase R i
a . . . . OR 51 or more walking trips per day
regardless of injury severity Trail or Braselton Life Path between 2020-2055 AND
Access to 2 or more trip generators
Project along minor or Fatal or serious injur High Concentration of EJ
3 olectaong n . ur gh Lo NA NA NA NA NA NA
principal arterial bike/ped crash populations
" . . . . . . L . . Trails Subcommittee . . . .
MAP ID Type Traffic Conflict Reduction |Crash Severity & Frequency Equity Bike/Ped Infrastructure Origins & Destinations Bike/Ped Activity Base Score TR Perceived Ease of Construction | Perceived Design Challenges Total
Tier 1 - High Priority
R33 sidewalk/multi-use path 2
R37 sidewalk/multi-use path 2
R23 sidewalk/multi-use path 2
R40 sidewalk/multi-use path 2
R58 multi-use path 2
23 multi-use path (Gainesville Park2Park Future 2
Trails)
R43 sidewalk and bike lane 2
R50 multi-use path 2
R64 sidewalk 2
14 multi-use path (Oakwood Trail Spur) 2
16 greenway (Hog Mountain Spur Trail) 2
R18 sidewalk/multi-use path/greenway 2
R24 sidewalk/multi-use path 2
R38 sidewalk/multi-use path 2
R41 sidewalk and bike lane 2
R44 sidewalk 2
R60 greenway/multi use path 2
29 multi-use path (UNG Campus Trail) 1
R65 multi-use path 2




MAP ID Type Traffic Conflict Reduction |Crash Severity & Frequency Equity Bike/Ped Infrastructure Origins & Destinations Bike/Ped Activity Base Score Traits S(;:;ZTmlttee Perceived Ease of Construction | Perceived Design Challenges Total
Tier 2 - Medium Priority

R66 multi-use path 2 2 1 2

R12 greenway 2 2 1 2

R13 sidewalk/multi-use path 2 1 2

R16 sidewalk/multi-use path 2 2

R36 |sidewalk/multi-use path 2 2

R39 sidewalk/multi-use path 2 1 2

R45 sidewalk and bike lane 2 1 2

R49  |multi-use path 2 2 1

R52 sidewalk and bike lane 2 1 2

17 |greenway (Mundy Mill Trail) 2 2 1 1 | 9 |

multi-use path (Flowery Branch Downtown
18 ) 1 2 2 2
Spur Trail)
13 greenway (South Hall Railroad Trail) 2 2 2 2 8 9
R2 sidewalk/multi-use path 1 1 1 2 7 9
R10 greenway 1 2 2 2 8 9
R22 sidewalk/multi-use path 2 1 2 9
R42 [sidewalk and bike lane 2 2 1 9
R46 bike lane 1 2 9 9
R48 multi-use path 1 2 8 9
R51 multi-use path 1 2 1 2 9 9
19 multi-use path (McEver Road Sidepath) 1 2 1 2 9 9
24 greenway (Mundy Mill Spur Trail) 2 2 2 8 9
25 multi-use path (Cherokee Bluffs Spur Trails) 1 2 1 2 8 9
R14 multi-use path 2 1 2 8 8
12 greenway (Butler Park Connector Path) 2 2 2 “ 8
15 greenway (Spout Springs Sidepath - Phase Il) 1 2 2 8 8
20 greenway (Braselton Connector Trail) 1 2 2 8 8
R15 greenway 2 2 6 7
R25 multi-use path/greenway 1 1 2 7 7
R1 sidewalk/multi-use path 1 1 1 2 5 6
R5 multi-use path 1 1 2 6 6
R17__[greenway 2 2 6 6
R26 sidewalk/multi-use path 2 2 7 6
Tier 3 - Low Priority

R4 greenway NA 1 1 1 2 5 5
R28 sidewalk/multi-use path 2 1 1 1 5 5
R47  |sidewalk 2 2 1 5 5
R62 multi-use path 1 1 1 1 4 5
R63 multi-use path 1 1 1 2 5 5
26 multi-use path 1 2 2 5 5
R3__[greenway NA 2 3 4
R7__|greenway NA 1 3 4
R31 sidewalk/multi-use path 2 4 4
R34  |sidewalk/multi-use path 2 4 4
R59 greenway 2 4 4
R8 __|multi-use path 1 3 3
R27 greenway NA 1 3 3
R61 greenway NA 1 3 3
22 [multi-use path (Sell's Mill Connector Trail) 1 3 3
R11  |greenway 1 1 2
R56  |multi-use path 1 2 2
27 multi-use path 1 2 2
R30__[greenway 1 1] 1
R53  |multi-use path 1 n 1
R57  |greenway/multi use path 1 n 0
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