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Executive Summary
In November 2016, the Newton County Board of Commissioners, along with the cities of Covington,
Mansfield, Newborn, Oxford and Porterdale, initiated an update to the Newton County Comprehensive
Transportation Plan (CTP) to address long-range transportation needs. The Newton County CTP provides
an update on previous study efforts in the community. The previous Moving Newton: Comprehensive
Transportation Plan adopted in October 2008 engaged in an extensive visioning and goal setting process
to guide transportation investments into the future and identified key projects for investment.

Purpose and Study Area
Just as the previous CTP addressed Newton County needs through 2030, the purpose of this CTP update
is to identify long-range transportation needs through the year 2040. The CTP recommends strategies,
projects and programs to address these long-term transportation needs in Newton County. Using this
locally-driven and supported CTP, Newton County can strategically plan for the future and be wellpositioned for future growth and development. Components of the CTP include: a Public Involvement
Plan, Existing Conditions Inventory, Needs Assessment Report, Plan Recommendations &
Implementation Program, as well as this Final Report.
The study area includes Newton County and its five incorporated municipalities. The Newton County
Engineering Department has managed the development of the CTP and AECOM was contracted to
provide technical guidance, support, and documentation of the process. The local non-profit Newton
County Tomorrow was retained to facilitate the public outreach and participation program for the CTP.

Vision and Goals
The vision and goals used for this CTP update were originally established during the 2008 planning
process through coordination with the Stakeholder Advisory Committee, county staff, and community. The
overarching transportation goal developed for the 2006-2028 Comprehensive Plan, to “maintain an
efficient and reliable multi-modal transportation network to support efficient land use, minimize traffic
congestion, and facilitate community-wide and regional circulation,” served as a starting point for
developing the CTP vision and goals. Additional transportation issues, opportunities, and strategies
identified in the 2006-2028 Comprehensive Plan were also considered during this previous process.
The 2018 CTP vision is as follows:
Newton County will develop a comprehensive transportation system by improving safety, mobility, and
connectivity to ensure the efficient movement of people and goods. The system will provide multimodal
alternatives such as public transportation, multi-use trails, sidewalks, and bicycle lanes in addition to
roadway improvements to improve access to employment and other destinations. System management
and operations will be strengthened through strategic investments that are planned and implemented in
coordination with land use plans and policies of the county and municipalities.
Supporting goals include:
•

Promote system safety, accessibility, and connectivity improvements;

•

Develop a multimodal transportation system that will enhance quality of life, the natural environment,
and economic development;

•

Seek and support additional transportation alternatives and funding opportunities;

•

Ensure existing and future land use complements the transportation infrastructure; and

•

Improve system management, monitoring, maintenance, and operation.

This vision and supporting goals were used to guide project development and final prioritization for the
2018 Newton County CTP. For example, the specific verbiage of “safety, mobility and connectivity”
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allowed for the development of specific criteria for evaluating needs in Newton County, further described
in Section 2 of this report. The vision and goals also direct the breadth of projects developed to meet
identified transportation needs.

Plan Development
The Newton County CTP used a planning process consisting of both technical analysis and qualitative
input to identify projects and strategies to provide for the mobility needs of both the current and future
citizens of the county and five incorporated municipalities. Major tasks for the process including
community involvement, data collection and inventory, and travel demand model development. The CTP
process involved four major task phases: inventory of existing conditions, assessment of Newton
County’s transportation needs, development of the plan’s recommendations, and final CTP
documentation. The process started in November 2016 and concluded in December 2017, lasting 14
months.
Community involvement included meeting with the Technical Committee, stakeholders, and the public
through planned activities used to inform them about the study. In addition to planned activities, a
transportation survey, project website, email communication list, and outreach to media establishments
were developed.
Technical Analysis was conducted using the ARC travel demand model, spatial analysis with GIS
processing, field review, and statistical analysis. The regional travel demand model was used primarily to
assess long-term roadway system capacity and needs. The ARC model is based on the Coordinated
Travel Regional Activity-Based Modeling Platform (CT-RAMP) family of models which follows the most
advanced principles of modeling. The new ARC Activity-Based Model (ABM) differs from previous ARC
transportation models in that it examines each possible person complete with their travel interactions with
other household members such as school drop-off or carpooling, instead of estimating traffic generation
simply from aggregate land uses and employment projections. The new ARC model also utilizes a greater
number of transportation analysis zones (TAZ) than previous ARC models, providing a finer-grained
analysis. Spatial analysis was used to perform much of the multimodal transportation assessment,
particularly bicycle suitability, pedestrian suitability, transit opportunities, and freight analyses. Statistical
analysis, confirmed with field review, was used to evaluate travel trends and conduct safety assessments.

Population & Employment Trends
Steady growth in population and employment in Newton County is expected to increase demand on the
county’s transportation system. Newton County experienced significant population growth from 1990 to
2010, from 41,808 to 99,958, more than doubling its population; however, modest growth from 2010 to
2015, from 99,958 to 102,645, is showing a slowing of this trend. In addition, the number of jobs in
Newton County increased 13 percent from 2005 to 2015, despite a decrease in the number of jobs from
2010 to 2015. This is a higher job growth rate than both the State of Georgia (five percent) and the
Atlanta metro area (eight percent). ARC forecasts that Newton County will add 59,700 residents and
15,000 jobs by 2040. This is a forecasted population increase of 50 percent and employment increase of
0.5 percent over the next two decades.

Land Use Trends
The unique land use trends in Newton County are also expected to affect transportation patterns.
Undeveloped areas – including agricultural and forestry lands – remain the most prominent land use type
in the county, comprising over half of the total land area of Newton County. However, low to medium
density residential is the second most common land use type, and is primarily concentrated in the
western and central portions of the county. Commercial and industrial properties are concentrated along I20 and U.S. Highway 278, particularly in and around Covington. Two major new economic development
nodes, Historic Heartland and Stanton Springs, have been identified in the eastern area of the county,
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near the I-20 interchanges of State Route 11 and U.S. 278. Finally, future land use plans for the county
and incorporated areas show a continuation of primarily undeveloped and suburban or rural residential
uses, but with commercial, industrial and mixed-use nodes located in city centers and strategic nodes.

Figure ES-1. Newton County Population Growth, 1960 - 2010

Figure ES-2. Newton County Population Growth, 2000 - 2015
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Identified Transportation Needs
These anticipated changes will place demands on the entire transportation network for mobility,
connectivity, and accessibility. On the whole, the supply of major roadway infrastructure, the arterial
roadway network, is expected to meet demand. However, as presented in the Newton County CTP Needs
Assessment Report, the following specific roadway mobility, connectivity, and safety needs have been
identified:
•

Most Newton County residents drive alone (83 percent) or carpool (11 percent) to work; and a
majority of Newton County residents work outside of the County (76 percent of all residents
who work), an increase of 26 percent from 2000 to 2010.

•

Based on the ARC Regional Travel Demand Model, Newton County can expect an increase in
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) of about 49% from 2015 to 2040, which represents approximately 1.2
million more vehicle miles traveled each day by 2040.

•

The number of potential transit users has increased in Newton County from 2005 to 2015. These
transit market populations which include persons over age 65, persons in poverty, and households
with no vehicles are primarily concentrated in the municipalities of Covington, Oxford, Porterdale,
and along the I-20 corridor.

•

Lengthy roadway segments in areas with higher roadway density indicate a need for connectivity
improvements particularly in areas of Oxford, Covington and points west.

•

High-level crash analysis indicates the potential need for safety improvements along several
different corridors and intersections in the county.

In addition, public input throughout the CTP planning process revealed common themes, including:
•

Support for multi-modal transportation investments, especially those that include bicycle and
pedestrian facilities.

•

Safety as the top transportation priority, followed by roadway maintenance and then congestion
relief. This indicates the need to identify projects that will improve roadway and intersection safety,
improve or replace bridges, and add roadway capacity.

•

Coordination of land use planning, economic development and transportation. This informs the need
to invest in transportation infrastructure where growth in population and commerce are expected,
and to provide context-sensitive solutions.

•

Perception that the transportation system could be improved; sales taxes, particularly SPLOST
should be used to fund improvements.
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CTP Recommendations
Once current and future needs were understood, multimodal improvement strategies and policies were
identified for inclusion in the Newton County CTP. Characteristics considered when screening identified
projects for the final CTP and Implementation Program were drawn primarily from the county’s
transportation vision and goals.
These considerations included:
•

Provides increased mobility and access for major population and employment growth areas;

•

Promotes safety of the transportation system;

•

Contributes to a transportation system providing multiple travel mode alternatives;

•

Improves maintenance and operation of the transportation system;

•

Considers community and environmental resources;

•

Provides consistency and concurrence with future land use plans; and

•

Public and project stakeholder support.

Land Use Recommendations
Public comment throughout the CTP process indicated that coordinated planning between transportation,
land use, zoning, and economic development is the best response to impending growth. Comments also
indicated that better roadway connectivity, roadway maintenance, and multimodal options are particularly
needed in the denser portions of Newton County, as well as areas intended for future growth. Land use
policies recommended by the CTP include:
•

Implement access management strategies along major corridors with existing or expected linear
development.

•

Adopt development policies that encourage connected streets and minimize cul-de-sacs.

•

Require collector-level streets concurrent with new development to provide alternative routes to the
arterial roadway system. Connected streets within residential areas allow traffic to more fully utilize
the entire system in lieu of directing all traffic to the arterial roadway network. Suggested spacing for
a collector-grid is every one-quarter to one-half mile, depending on the intensity of development.

•

Encourage development of street networks that have shorter block lengths (500 to 700 feet). Shorter
block lengths also support alternative mode use such as walking, bicycling and transit.

•

Adopt a “complete street” approach for all new streets and for streets under redesign. A complete
street is designed to consider the array of potential modes and how each mode would use the street,
with a balance struck between motorized and non-motorized modes.

•

Adopt a policy incentivizing extending existing sidewalk networks to enhance sidewalk network
connectivity.

•

Consider future activity center and village nodes indicated in adopted land use plans when
developing specific transportation projects.

Project Identification
Projects were identified to enhance the mobility and general access for Newton County travelers and
freight using both projected levels of congestion and travel time changes. Congestion was estimated
using the ARC Regional Travel Demand Model volume-to-capacity ratio. Safety projects were primarily
identified using collision information from the Georgia Electronic Accident Reporting System (GEARS). A
detailed spatial assessment was conducted to identify segments and intersections with the highest crash
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rates in the County. Transit recommendations were identified primarily using existing conditions analysis,
public input survey, and review of recommendations from the previous CTP. Bicycle and pedestrian
recommendations were developed using the extensive suitability analysis included in the Needs
Assessment Report, Technical Committee comments, and public feedback. Bridge projects were
identified using an iterative process between analysis of the National Bridge Inventory (NBI) and
communications with Newton County Transportation Engineering Department as well as the Georgia
Department of Transportation (GDOT). Finally, policy recommendations related to Transportation Demand
Management, Freight Routing and Land Use policy were developed to complement prioritized projects
and solve the transportation needs of the county.
Project Recommendations
The Newton County CTP recommendations include existing projects in the ARC Atlanta Region’s Plan
and current ARC Transportation Improvement Program, GDOT Statewide Transportation Improvement
Program, and newly identified projects generated through the CTP needs assessment and project
identification process. Coordination and outreach with planning partners, stakeholders, and the general
public were undertaken in the plan development process. Based on input received through this process,
proposed transportation projects were refined into recommendations for future implementation through
the study’s horizon year of 2040. The total cost of the CTP program is approximately $511.1 million, with
the local Newton County share estimated to be approximately $94.6 million through 2040. The remaining
$416.5 million in required funding is expected to originate from various state and federal sources.
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Table ES-1. Short-Term Projects
Project
ID

Description/Location

Estimated
Cost

Potential
Funding
Source

Est. Local
Share

Project Type

Length

NE-004 & Salem Road Widening: Flat Shoals Road in Rockdale County to Brown
RO-206
Bridge Road in Newton County, 2 to 4 lanes

Capacity/Widening

3.7 mi

Transportation
$57,073,632 Funding Act of
2015

$0

NE-99B**

Flat Shoals Road at Covington Bypass

Operational/
Intersection
Improvements

0.8 mi

Transportation
$3,723,000 Funding Act of
2015

$744,600

NE-100**

SR 81 (Emory St.) Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge

Bicycle/Pedestrian

1.0 mi

Surface
$751,029 Transportation
Block Grant

$230,206

$0

$0

NE-103

I-20 Frontage Road at Yellow River

Bridge Upgrade

0.4 mi

Surface
Transportation
$4,155,865
Block Grant
(STBG)

NE-104

SR 81 at Dried Indian Creek

Bridge Replacement

0.4 mi

$2,735,719 STBG

NE-105

Crowell Road/Almon Road at I-20

Operational/
Intersection
Improvements

1.2 mi

$6,200,000

STBG, Local
Funds

$1,240,000

NE-106

Brown Bridge Road at Yellow River Bridge Replacement.

Bridge Replacement

0.4 mi

$6,600,000

STBG, Local
Funds

$1,320,000

NE-107**

Brown Bridge Road at Snapping Shoals Bridge Replacement

Bridge Replacement

0.5 mi

$4,765,000 Local Funds

$953,000

NE-108

SR 81 at Yellow River Bridge Replacement

Bridge Replacement

0.4 mi

$4,300,000 STBG

$0

0009928

Roundabout: SR 11 at SR 142

Intersection/
Roundabout

N/A

Roadway
$1,320,067 Safety Funds
(HSIP)

$0

0013198

Operational/
Signal Upgrades in Newton and Morgan Counties. 3 Locations in Newton:
Intersection
SR 81 at Soule St., SR 36 at Covington Bypass, SR 11 at I-20 Eastbound.
Improvements

N/A

$1,882,715 STP/NHPP

$0

0013259

Pedestrian Crossings: Greene, Morgan, Newton, and Taliaferro Counties.
8 Newton County locations

Bicycle/Pedestrian

$825,000 HSIP

$0
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Estimated
Cost

Project
ID

Description/Location

Project Type

Length

Potential
Funding
Source

Est. Local
Share

0013603

SR 212 at Lack Jackson, 13.9 mi. south of Covington

Bridge
Replacement/Upgrade

0.2 mi

$6,755,925 STP

$0

0013859

Roundabout: SR 11 at U.S. 278 / SR 12

Intersection/
Roundabout

N/A

$1,500,000 HSIP

$0

M005427

I-20 at CR 114 / Social Circle Road – Bridge Rehab

Bridge
Replacement/Upgrade

0.4

M005568

Bridge Rehabilitation Program (multiple locations): includes Almon Road
over I-20

Bridge
Replacement/Upgrade

212 ft.

CTP-101

SR 81 at Covington Bypass

Operational/
Intersection Study

N/A

CTP-108

Brown Bridge Road Widening: SR 162 / Salem Road to Crowell Road

Capacity/Widening

3.3 mi

CTP-216

U.S. 278: Turner Lake Road to SR 36

Safety Study

2.5 mi

$100,000* Local

$100,000

CTP-217

Turner Lake Road: U.S. 278 to SR 81 (not including roundabout)

Safety Study

1.1 mi

$50,000* Local

$50,000

CTP-226

New Alcovy Road crossing (CSX rail)

Rail Crossing
Improvements

N/A

$25,000* Local

$25,000

CTP-227

Emory Street crossing (CSX rail)

Rail Crossing
Improvements

N/A

$50,000* Local

$50,000

CTP-228

Kirkland Road at Brown Bridge Road

Operational/
Intersection Study

N/A

$25,000* Local

$25,000

CTP-231

SR 212 at SR 36: Improvements to Existing Roundabout

Safety/Operational
N/A
Study & Improvements

$735,000 State/Federal

CTP-302

Dial Mill Road at Little Haynes Creek

Bridge
Replacement/Upgrade

100 ft.

$476,000 Local

$95,200

CTP303**

County Road 213 at West Bear Creek

Bridge
Replacement/Upgrade

81 ft.

$445,000 Local

$89,000

CTP-440

Cricket Frog Trail West: SR 81/Washington St./N. Nelson Dr. to SR 81/
Emory St.

Multi-Use Trail

2.13 mi

$298,420 NHPP

$0

$8,437,064 NHPP

$0

$50,000* Local
$32,202,000 Local/Federal

$1,800,000 Local/Federal

$50,000
$6,440,400

$0

$360,000

ES-8

Project
ID

Estimated
Cost

Potential
Funding
Source

Est. Local
Share

Description/Location

Project Type

Length

CTP-441

Pave Cricket Frog Trail – from SR 81/Emory Street to existing paved trail
at Elm Street

Multi-Use Trail

0.37 mi

$300,000 Local/Federal

$60,000

CTP-445

Cricket Frog-Oxford Connector trail crossing I-20

Multi-Use Trail

1.0 mi

$855,716 Local/Federal

$171,143

CTP-501

Short-term sidewalk projects

Sidewalk

0.79 mi

Total Short-Term Projects

$2,765,728 Local
$107,556,101

$2,765,728
$14,769,277
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Table ES-2. Mid-Range Projects
Estimated Cost Potential
Funding
Source

Est. Local
Share

Project ID Description/Location

Project Type

Length

NE-021

Crowell Road Widening: Brown Bridge Road to I-20 East

Widening/Capacity

2.3 mi

M005142

Resurfacing: SR 12 from SR 142 to Morgan County line

Resurfacing/
Maintenance

9.3 mi

CTP-102

Crowell Road Widening: Brown Bridge Road to SR 81

Widening/Capacity

1.4 mi

$13,662,000

Local/State/
Federal

CTP-105

U.S. 278 Widening: SR 142 to I-20 (Exit 101)

Widening/Capacity

6.1 mi

$59,525,000

State/
Federal

$0

CTP-107

SR 11: Social Circle to I-20

Widening/Capacity

2.7 mi

$26,347,000

State/
Federal

$0

CTP-110

SR 142 Widening: Alcovy Road to SR 81

Widening/Capacity

3.5 mi

$34,154,000

State/
Federal

$0

CTP-111

SR 81: Salem Road (SR 162) to Covington Bypass

Widening/Capacity

1.3 mi

$12,686,000

State/
Federal

$0

CTP-215

SR 142: U.S. 278 to I-20 interchange

Safety Study

1.1 mi

$50,000* Local

$50,000

CTP-218

SR 20: SR 212 to Rockdale County Line

Safety Study

0.9 mi

$50,000* Local

$50,000

CTP-219

Industrial Boulevard at I-20 Frontage Road

Safety/Operational
Study

N/A

$25,000* Local

$25,000

CTP-220

Dearing Street: Pinewood Drive to Covington Bypass

Safety Study

1.1 mi

$50,000* Local

$50,000

CTP-221

Church Street: Washington Street to Pennington Street

Safety Study

0.4 mi

$50,000* Local

$50,000

CTP-223

Kirkland Road: Womack Road to Kirkland Court

Safety Study

0.9 mi

$50,000* Local

$50,000

CTP-229

Kirkland Road at Jack Neely Road

Operational/
Intersection Study

N/A

$20,000* Local

$20,000

Local /
$37,048,641 General
Federal Aid
$979,848 STP

$3,480,826

$0
$2,732,400
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Estimated Cost Potential
Funding
Source

Est. Local
Share

Project ID Description/Location

Project Type

Length

CTP-230

Piper Road at SR 36

Operational/
Intersection Study

N/A

$20,000* Local

$20,000

CTP-301

Benton Road at West Bear Creek

Bridge
Replacement/Upgrade

38 ft.

$85,000 Local

$25,500

CTP-304

County Road 213 at Alcovy River

Bridge
Replacement/Upgrade

349 ft.

$1,917,000 Local/Federal

$383,400

CTP-305

Henderson Mill Road at Alcovy River Bridge

Bridge
Replacement/Upgrade

234 ft.

$1,285,000 Local/Federal

$257,000

CTP-442

Cricket Frog Trail: Current end of Pavement at Floyd Street to Covington
Bypass/Eagle Drive

Multi-Use Trail

1.66 mi

$1,400,000 Local/Federal

$280,000

CTP-443

Cricket Frog Trail: Covington Bypass/Eagle Drive to East Bear Creek

Multi-Use Trail

7.19 mi

$6,000,000 Local/Federal

$1,200,000

CTP-446

Creekbed trail from Turner Lake Park to Brown Bridge Road at Yellow
River

Multi-Use Trail

1.4 mi

$1,175,141 Local/Federal

$235,028

CTP-447

Yellow River Trail from SR 81 to Brown Bridge Road near Porterdale

Multi-Use Trail

2.4 mi

$1,997,815 Local/Federal

$399,563

CTP-449

Washington Street/ SR 81 Complete Streets Project: Yellow River
(Porterdale) to Church Street (Covington)

Complete Streets

3.2 mi

$15,514,000 State/Federal

$0

CTP-450

Expand and improve existing GDOT Rideshare lot at I-20 Exit 90 for
additional rideshare or regional commuter transit

Public Transportation

N/A

$4,703,000 State/Federal

$0

CTP-471

Sharrows on Flat Shoals Road from Washington Street to Hidden Pines
Drive

Bicycle Infrastructure

2.0 mi

$130,879 Local

$130,879

CTP-472

Sharrows on Clark Street connecting bike lanes west of SR 81 to bike
lanes east of Elm Street

Bicycle Infrastructure

1.4 mi

$92,802 Local

$92,802

CTP-502

Mid-term sidewalk projects

Sidewalks

3.9 mi

$1,244,609 Local

$1,244,609

CTP-601

Redirect freight route from SR 81 to I-20 East via Covington Bypass

Freight Movement
Study

5.5 mi

$50,000* Local

$50,000

CTP-602

Redirect freight route from SR 81 south to I-20 via SR 142

Freight Movement
Study

5.2 mi

$50,000* Local

$50,000
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Project ID Description/Location

CTP-603

Crowell Road: SR 81 to I-20. Establish new freight route to avoid
Porterdale and Covington downtowns
Total Mid-Term Projects

Project Type

Length

Freight Movement
Study

3.7 mi

Estimated Cost Potential
Funding
Source
$50,000* Local
$206,200,735

Est. Local
Share

$50,000
$10,927,007
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Table ES-3. Long-Range Projects
Potential
Est. Local Share
Funding Source

Description/Location

Project Type

Length
(mi.)

NE-003

SR 36 (East Covington Bypass) Widening: Jackson
Road to U.S. 278, 2 to 4 lanes

Capacity/Widening

2.5 mi.

$31,466,752

General Federal
Aid

$0

NE033A

Salem Road (162) Widening: Brown Bridge to SR 81,
Capacity/Widening
2 to 4 lanes

3.0 mi

$18,200,000

General Federal
Aid

$0

NE033C

Lovers Lane Extension: New four-lane alignment –
SR 162 Connector to Flat Shoals Road

Capacity/New Road

2.2 mi

$15,970,000

Local/General
Federal Aid

$3,194,000

CTP-103

SR 20 Widening: Rockdale County line to Highway
212 and Brown Bridge Road

Widening/Capacity

0.9 mi

$7,649,000 State/ Federal

$0

CTP-104 SR 81 Widening: Henry County line to Highway 212

Capacity/Widening

0.2 mi

$1,952,000 State/ Federal

$0

CTP-106 SR 20: SR 212 to Kellytown Road (Henry County)

Capacity/Widening

3.2 mi

$31,227,000 State/ Federal

$0

Capacity/Widening

4.6 mi

$44,888,000 State/ Federal

$0

CTP-112 SR 81: Bethany Road to Salem Road

Safety Study

2.3 mi

$22,444,000 State/ Federal

$0

CTP-222 Chestnut Road: SR 81 to SR 162

Safety Study

1.6 mi

$75,000 Local

$75,000

Safety Study

0.4 mi

$50,000 Local

$50,000

CTP-225 Shoal Creek Highway: Highway 229 to Sewell Road

Safety Study

1.1 mi

$75,000 Local

$75,000

CTP-232 SR 36 at Henderson Mill Road

Operational/Intersection Study

N/A

$25,000 Local

$25,000

Multi-Use Trail

1.3 mi

Project
ID

CTP-109

CTP-224

CTP-448

SR 138: Dial Mill Road (Rockdale County) to SR 81
(Walton County)

Clark Street: East of Turner Lake Roundabout to
Carroll Street

Multi-use trail along Cood Road from Oxford Road to
International Horse Park in Rockdale County
Total Long-Range Projects

Estimated Cost

$3,272,078 Local/Federal
$177,923,830

$654,416
$4,073,416
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Plan Implementation
The 2018 Newton County CTP Five-Year Action Plan listing projects to be completed in the next few
years is included in Table ES-4. Newton County should work closely with ARC and the NEGRC to ensure
these projects are implemented.
Ongoing plan activities include:
•

Coordinating with ARC, GDOT and GRTA to advance projects in updates to the RTP, TIP and STIP;

•

Ensuring projects are implemented in a logical sequence to maximize benefits and utilize scarce
resources efficiently;

•

Continuing intergovernmental coordination activities to ensure transportation projects, policies, and
programs are compatible;

•

Jointly reviewing county and municipal transportation needs periodically to ensure projects are
addressing needs. A recommended update cycle is every three to five years; and

•

Monitoring program development to provide feedback to refine future improvements.

The CTP provides a platform for ongoing transportation planning in Newton County; however, the
planning process is only the beginning of the project development process. The urbanized portion of
Newton County is included in the ARC’s 18-county planning area. As such, Newton County is represented
on the ARC Transportation Air Quality Committee (TAQC) and the ARC Transportation Coordination
Committee (TCC). Newton County does not sit on the policy board for ARC and remains in the Northeast
Georgia Regional Commission NEGRC for regional planning.
As part of the Atlanta Region MPO, Newton County will be involved in ongoing coordination with regional
planning processes. The responsibility of the MPO is to conduct metropolitan planning and develop a long
range transportation plan (LRTP) and short range transportation program (TIP), governed by federal
legislation and regulation. ARC recently updated the LRTP, The Atlanta Region’s Plan, which was
adopted in February 2016. Since the Atlanta MPO area is in air quality nonattainment for ozone and
particulate matter, the LRTP is subject to an air quality conformity determination in accordance with the
Clean Air Act and Environmental Protection Agency regulations under 40 CFR, part 51. An additional
metropolitan transportation planning requirement is establishment of a Congestion Management Process
(CMP). The intent of a CMP is to identify congested facilities as well as find ways to manage congestion
and improve system performance. As such, ARC is responsible for monitoring and identifying congested
locations within metropolitan Atlanta. Additional regional transportation studies that consider regional
transportation needs include the Atlanta Regional Freight Mobility Plan, Atlanta Region Bicycle
Transportation & Pedestrian Walkways Plan, Coordinated Human Services Plan, and Atlanta Regional
ITS Architecture. Each of these plans has some level of application for Newton County.
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Table ES-4. 2018 Newton County CTP Five-Year Action Plan
Project/Action

ID

Total Cost

Local Cost

Salem Road Widening: Flat Shoals Road in Rockdale
County to Brown Bridge Road in Newton County, 2 to 4
lanes

NE-004 /
RO-206

$57,073,632

--

Construction of I-20 Frontage Road bridge upgrade at
Yellow River

NE-103

$4,155,865

--

Construction of SR 81 bridge replacement at Dried Indian
Creek

NE-104

$2,735,719

--

Construction of Crowell/Almon Road improvements at
Access Road

NE-105

$6,200,000

$5,133,600

Construction of Brown Bridge Road widening and
replacement of Yellow River bridge: Ram Drive to Spillers
Lane

NE-106

$6,600,000

$5,940,000

Construction of SR 81 bridge upgrade over Yellow River in
Porterdale

NE-108

$4,300,000

--

Preliminary Engineering for Brown Bridge Road widening:
SR 162 to Crowell Road

CTP-108

$2,090,000

$418,000

Right of Way Acquisition for Brown Bridge Road widening:
SR 162 to Crowell Road

CTP-108

$4,620,000

$924,000

Construction of Brown Bridge Road widening: SR 162 to
Crowell Road

CTP-108

$25,493,000

$5,098,600

Conduct a traffic engineering study for SR 81 at Covington
Bypass intersection improvements

CTP-101

$50,000

$50,000

Conduct a traffic engineering study for Kirkland Road at
Brown Bridge Road intersection improvements

CTP-228

$25,000

$25,000

Conduct a traffic engineering study for US 278, from Turner
Lake Road to SR 36 to determine safety improvements.

CTP-216

$100,000

$100,000

Conduct a traffic engineering study for Turner Lake Road,
from U.S. 278 to SR 81 to determine safety improvements.

CTP-217

$50,000

$50,000

Conduct a rail crossing improvement study: New Alcovy
Road at CSX

CTP-226

$25,000

$25,000

FY
FY
FY
FY
FY
2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
X

X
X
X

X

X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
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Project/Action

FY
FY
FY
FY
FY
2019 2020 2021 2022 2023

Total Cost

Local Cost

Conduct a rail crossing improvement study: Emory Street at CTP-227
CSX

$25,000

$50,000

Construct improvements to SR 212 at SR 36 Roundabout

CTP-231

$710,000

$710,000

Repair/replace Dial Mill Road bridge over Little Haynes
Creek

CTP-302

$476,000

$95,200

Repair/replace SR 81 bridge over Dried Indian Creek

NE-104

$2,735,719

--

Design for Cricket Frog Trail West: Washington St. to Emory CTP-440
St.

$180,000

$36,000

Construct Cricket Frog Trail West: Washington St. to Emory CTP-440
St.

$1,620,000

$324,000

Pave Cricket Frog Trail: Emory St. to existing trail (Elm St.)

CTP-441

$300,000

$60,000

Design for Cricket Frog-Oxford Trail connector

CTP-445

$85,572

$17,114

Construct Cricket Frog-Oxford Trail connector

CTP-445

$770,144

$154,029

Coordinate with GRTA to determine feasibility/opportunity to -expand Xpress bus service to Newton County

--

--

Undertake Transit Feasibility Study for urban/rural service

--

$80,000

$80,000

X

X

Perform Annual Review of Action Plan

--

--

--

X

X

Minor CTP Update

--

$25,000

$25,000

Total

ID

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X

X

X
X

$120,525,651 $19,315,543
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1.

Introduction and Purpose

In November 2016, the Newton County Board of Commissioners, along with the Cities of Covington,
Mansfield, Newborn, Oxford and Porterdale initiated an update to the Newton County Comprehensive
Transportation Plan (CTP) to address long-range transportation needs. The Newton County CTP provides
an update on previous study efforts in the community. The previous Moving Newton: Comprehensive
Transportation Plan adopted in October 2008 identified key projects for investment. This previous plan
engaged in an extensive visioning and goal setting process to guide transportation investments into the
future.
Just as the previous CTP addressed Newton County needs through 2030, the purpose of this CTP update
is to identify long-range transportation needs through the year 2040. The CTP recommends strategies,
projects and programs to address these long-term transportation needs in Newton County. Using this
locally-driven and supported CTP, Newton County can strategically plan for the future and be wellpositioned for future growth and development.
Newton County’s transportation needs are driven by changes in population and employment growth, as
well as changes in land use. From 2000 to 2010, the population of Newton County increased 61 percent,
which exceeded the previous decade population increase of 48 percent between 1990 and 2000. The
2008 CTP anticipated that this rapid rate of growth and development would continue through 2030,
bringing significant impacts on the County’s community services, facilities/infrastructure, and quality of
life. However, in recent years population growth has been slowing in Newton County: total population
increased by 38 percent from 2000 - 2005, 17 percent from 2005 to 2010, and only three percent from
2010 to 2015. This slowing rate of growth implicates a lessened level of impact on services and
infrastructure in the future than previously thought.
Newton County has not updated its comprehensive plan since the previous CTP; therefore the Newton
County 2006-2028 Comprehensive Plan still describes major needs, issues, and goals for transportation
and other community elements, based on the growth and development of the county, as well as desired
future development. Recent land development largely follows a suburban land use pattern consisting of
single-family residential developments that typically have limited or no street connectivity with other
developments. Retail and employment opportunities are still concentrated in the City of Covington and in
adjacent counties such as Rockdale.
According to the Newton County 2006-2028 Comprehensive Plan, growth areas in the western portion of
the county, particularly where single-family subdivisions have been developed, have experienced an
increase in congested travel conditions. In the eastern portion of the county, where agricultural and
forestry land uses are predominant, the major issue is accessibility to services. The Comprehensive Plan
identified critical natural resources such as wetlands, streams, and floodplains throughout the county.
Additionally, numerous potential infill development opportunities were identified, particularly in rapidly
growing areas where public sewer is available. In addition, incorporated portions of Newton County,
including the cities of Covington, Mansfield, Oxford, Porterdale, and the town of Newborn, have
developed their own comprehensive plans which were considered during the development of this CTP.
The study area includes Newton County and its five incorporated municipalities, as shown in Figure 1-1.
The Newton County Engineering Department has managed the development of the CTP and AECOM
was contracted to provide technical guidance, support, and documentation of the process. The local nonprofit Newton County Tomorrow was retained to facilitate the public outreach and participation program for
the CTP.
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Figure 1-1. Newton CTP Study Area
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1.1

CTP Vision and Goals

The study vision and goals were originally established through coordination with the 2008 CTP
Stakeholder Advisory Committee, county staff, and the community. The overarching transportation goal
developed for the 2006-2028 Comprehensive Plan as well as transportation issues, opportunities, and
strategies were considered during this previous process.
1.1.1

Vision

The transportation goal from the 2006-2028 Comprehensive Plan served as a starting point for
developing the CTP vision and goals, which is as follows: “maintain an efficient and reliable multi-modal
transportation network to support efficient land use, minimize traffic congestion, and facilitate communitywide and regional circulation.” The vision establishes the overall guiding statement of how the county
should support the community through the transportation system.
The CTP vision is as follows:
Newton County will develop a comprehensive transportation system by improving safety, mobility, and
connectivity to ensure the efficient movement of people and goods. The system will provide multimodal
alternatives such as public transportation, multi-use trails, sidewalks, and bicycle lanes in addition to
roadway improvements to improve access to employment and other destinations. System management
and operations will be strengthened through strategic investments that are planned and implemented in
coordination with land use plans and policies of the county and municipalities.
1.1.2

Goals

Specific actions are directed by goals to meet the long-range transportation needs of Newton County.
Goals support the vision by serving as a specific focus for project alternatives and establishing the plan’s
policy framework. Goals help focus limited community resources towards implementable, communitysupported projects.
Supporting goals include:
•

Promote system safety, accessibility, and connectivity improvements;

•

Develop a multimodal transportation system that will enhance quality of life, the natural environment,
and economic development;

•

Seek and support additional transportation alternatives and funding opportunities;

•

Ensure existing and future land use complements the transportation infrastructure; and

•

Improve system management, monitoring, maintenance, and operation.
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1.2

CTP Plan Documentation

The CTP process includes documentation of major task milestones in individual reports, and collectively
all these documents are part of the CTP. Key findings of the individual reports below are summarized and
long-range multimodal recommendations are presented for Newton County in this final report. The
recommendations include specific project corridors focused on mobility, safety, freight, active modes and
public transportation; a project implementation program; and policy statements to direct future
transportation programs. The major task milestone documents included by reference are listed below:
•

Public Involvement Plan - The Public Involvement Plan identified and directed the community
outreach activities and meetings for the duration of the CTP planning process.

•

Existing Conditions Inventory – The Existing Conditions Inventory provided a thorough inventory
of baseline conditions in Newton County. All transportation modes were reviewed and documented
as were land use, development, and environmental conditions. Existing programs and plans were
identified and summarized.

•

Needs Assessment Report – The Needs Assessment Report documented existing and long-range
multimodal transportation needs for Newton County. Assessment areas included roadway mobility,
connectivity, safety, and system preservation and maintenance; rail and over-the road freight needs;
bicycle and pedestrian facility needs as well as aviation and transit needs. The report included
detailed findings of future travel needs identified using the ARC regional travel demand model.

•

Plan Recommendations & Implementation Program – The CTP recommendations include
specific transportation projects and strategies for future implementation through the study’s horizon
year of 2040. The Implementation Program is developed to identify resources and actions necessary
to implement the recommended CTP projects, including estimated costs, potential funding sources,
responsibilities, and recommended time periods.

1.3

Report Organization

The Newton County CTP final report overviews existing conditions, identifies major needs, and presents
final recommendations to address long-range transportation needs in the county through 2040:
•

Section 2 presents action steps taken in the planning process to complete the plan.

•

Section 3 overviews needs identified in the county through 2040.

•

Section 4 describes how projects were identified, screened and selected.

•

Section 5 presents final policy and project recommendations.

•

Section 6 contains a phased implementation program which includes a schedule of projects and
financial plan.
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2.

Plan Development

The Newton County CTP used both technical analysis and qualitative input to identify projects and
strategies that would provide for the mobility needs of current and future citizens of the county and five
incorporated municipalities. Major tasks undertaken during the planning process, including community
involvement, data collection and inventory, and travel demand model development, are discussed in this
section.

2.1

Planning Process Overview

The CTP process involved four major task phases: inventory of existing conditions, assessment of the
county’s transportation needs, development of the plan’s recommendations, and final CTP
documentation. The process started in November 2016 and concluded in December 2017, lasting 14
months. The project schedule is shown in Figure 2-1.
The project schedule shown below outlines the timeline
of the Final CTP report, and also includes key public
public open house meetings, and presentation of the
Commissioners. Public and stakeholder involvement
completion of the project.

of project activities from project kickoff to delivery
input points, including the project online survey,
final document to the Newton County Board of
was ongoing from January 2017 through the

Figure 2-1. CTP Project Schedule
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2.2

Community Involvement

Community involvement included meeting with the Technical Committee, stakeholders, and the public
through planned activities used to inform these groups about the study. In addition to planned activities, a
transportation survey, project website, email communication list, and outreach to media establishments
were developed. Table 2-1 summarizes the timing and purpose of each outreach activity.
Further details of public and stakeholder involvement, documentation of input, and the Public Involvement
Plan are provided in a Public Involvement Summary as Appendix I of this CTP document.
Table 2-1. Community Involvement Activity Summary
Activity

Date(s)

Purpose/ Details

Public
Involvement
Plan (PIP)

February 2017
through CTP
completion

Provides strategy and outline of tasks for outreach to the
public and county stakeholders. The PIP has been
updated throughout the project as new stakeholders or
outreach strategies have been identified or improved.

Technical
February through
Committee Input April 2017

Project initiation package sent out for feedback – PIP,
project vision statement and goals, project schedule, and
transportation survey

Transportation
Survey

February through
August 2017

Initiated for Technical Committee in February, then
remaining open for stakeholder and public participation
through August 2017

Technical
Committee
Meeting #1

August 14, 2017

Discussion and presentation to the Technical Committee
preceding the first public open house, to discuss existing
conditions, initial needs assessment and get feedback on
the content proposed for the open house.

Public Open
House #1

August 23, 2017

Public open house presentation and discussion at
completion of a draft Needs Assessment Report.

Technical
Committee
Meeting #2

November 7, 2017

Discussion and presentation to the Technical Committee
of the Draft Project Recommendations.

Public Open
House #2

November 14, 2017

Public open house presentation and discussion at
completion of the Draft Project Recommendations.

Final CTP
Presentation

January 2017

Presentation of the Final Comprehensive Transportation
Plan to the Newton County Board of Commissioners
(open to public).
Maintenance of a Stakeholder List and email list of
interested parties

Other Ongoing
Activities

Ongoing

Project website to provide project documents and
announcements
Project flyers and handouts
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2.3

Technical Approach

2.3.1

Data Collection and Inventory

Table 2-2 details the data collection and inventory and evaluation criteria used in the CTP Needs
Assessment Report.
Table 2-2. Needs Assessment Evaluation Approach Summary
Category

Assessment Approach

Performance/Evaluation Criteria

Roadway Mobility

• Identify future capacity needs for
2040, and compare with existing
capacity

• High Volume to Capacity ratio (V/C)
• Poor Levels of Service: LOS E or worse

Roadway
Connectivity

• Review development standards,
zoning, and subdivision
ordinances
• Spatial analysis

• Whether or not development standards, zoning or
subdivision ordinances mention connectivity between
areas of different uses
• Long roadway segments between cross-streets
• Low lane-mileage to traffic analysis zone land area

Roadway Safety

• Review higher crash rate and
crash frequency locations
identified in Existing Conditions
Inventory

• Top crash rates per intersection and per million entering
vehicles for intersections and roadway segments
• High number of angle collisions indicate particularly
unsafe signal operations or intersection geometry
• Locations with “moving vehicle” primarily listed as first
harmful event in collisions indicate particularly unsafe
signal operations or intersection geometry

• Stakeholders indicate need for maintenance or
Asset Management • Identify future transportation
system management needs based
improvements
and System
on growth trends
Preservation
Railroad Safety

• Review crossing locations and
identify potential safety needs

• Crash incidents at crossings involving injury or death

Over-the-Road
Freight

• Review proximity of industrial
areas to I-20
• Review most recent Freight
Mobility Plan needs for Newton
County
• Review freight pathways for
capacity, bridge sufficiency and
interactions with rail

• High freight activity as compared to neighboring
counties
• Limited access to strategic freight routes, especially I20, including LOS E or worse at strategic interchanges
• Low capacity along cross-county corridors
• Sufficiency rating < 80 along arterials
• Inadequate facilities at-grade rail crossings

Pedestrian
Facilities

• Review development standards,
• Opportunity for improvement if no requirements for
zoning, and subdivision ordinance
pedestrian facilities in local standards and ordinances
to determine pedestrian facility
• Indication of need for pedestrian system improvements
requirements
from suitability analysis
• Suitability analysis to identify areas
for system improvements

Bicycle Facilities

• Review development standards,
• Opportunity for improvement if no requirements for
zoning, and subdivision ordinance
bicycle facilities in local standards and ordinances
to determine bicycle facility
• Indication of need for bicycle system improvements
requirements
from suitability analysis
• Suitability analysis to identify areas
for system improvements

Aviation

• Review recent system planning
and pavement evaluation reports
for Covington Municipal Airport

Transit

• Review market for transit identified • High population density and/or high employment density
in Existing Conditions Inventory
indicate possible market for transit

Environment &
Land Use

• Review environmental and land
use policies in existing county
plans

• Determine needs based on recommendations from
available reports

• Transportation facilities and services compatible with
land use patterns and policies
• Protection of county’s environmental and historical
assets
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Data information sources for the Needs Assessment Report evaluation included prior plans and studies;
Newton County; the cities of Covington, Mansfield, Newborn, Oxford, and Porterdale; the Atlanta
Regional Commission (ARC), the Northeast Georgia Regional Commission (NEGRC) formerly known as
the Northeast Georgia Regional Development Center, and the Georgia Department of Transportation
(GDOT). To ensure data reliability and accuracy, data was field reviewed and/or conducted via desktop
research (e.g., Google Earth, maps) by the project team, as needed.
In addition to the criteria used, traffic count data was collected at seven locations in Newton County.
Turning movement counts were conducted for the AM/PM Weekday timeframe. The locations are shown
in Table 2-3.
Table 2-3. Turning Movement Count Locations
Number Location
1

SR 81 at SR 162/Salem Rd

2

I-20 EB at SR 11

3

I-20 WB at SR 11

4

Crowell Rd at Brown Bridge Rd

5

Funeral Home/Kirkland Rd & Brown Bridge Rd

6

Kirkland Rd at Jack Neely Rd

7

SR 36 at Piper Rd

2.3.2

Analysis Tools

The travel demand model, spatial analysis using GIS processing, field review and statistical analysis were
all tools used to complete the Needs Assessment Report. The regional travel demand model was used
primarily to assess long-term roadway system capacity and needs. Spatial analysis was used to perform
much of the multimodal transportation assessment, particularly bicycle facility, pedestrian facility, transit
opportunities, and freight analyses. Statistical analysis was used to evaluate travel trends and conduct
safety assessments. The following section provides an overview of how the travel demand model was
developed and utilized for the study.
2.3.3

ARC Regional Travel Demand Model Assessment for Newton County

The ARC travel demand model was used to determine existing and future transportation travel demands
and establish future year transportation needs for Newton County to 2040. The model used for this
analysis represents an accepted approach of projecting future transportation demand and evaluating
investment strategies to serve projected demand by ARC and GDOT. This summary is intended to
provide an overview of the operating principles of the ARC travel demand model and describe how the
model was used for the CTP.
The ARC model is based on the Coordinated Travel Regional Activity-Based Modeling Platform (CTRAMP) family of models which follows the most advanced principles of modeling. The new ARC ActivityBased Model (ABM) differs from previous ARC transportation models in that it examines each possible
person complete with their travel interactions with other household members such as school drop-off or
carpooling, instead of estimating traffic generation simply from aggregate land uses and employment
projections. The model follows several principles important to the region including: operating at a detailed
temporal level, allowing for peak spreading; responding to detailed demographic information for each
person, such as income, number of family members and age, which offers sensitivity to demographic and
socio-economic changes in the population; accounting for the full set of travel modes including transit;
and providing detailed inputs into traffic micro-simulation software for studying air quality impacts and
intersection improvements.
Not only are the trip patterns for actors in the new model more complex, but the new ARC model also
utilizes a greater number of transportation analysis zones (TAZ) than previous ARC models, providing a
finer-grained analysis. Transportation analysis zones are areas chosen by ARC based on concentrations
of population as well as employment, and are typically divided by roadways. The ARC TAZs are built from
census block geographies and are nested within larger census tracts, both of which are identified by the
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U.S. Census Bureau. Newton County is split into 144 TAZs, ranging from 13 acres to 5,000 acres in land
area. Figure 2-2 shows the TAZs in Newton County using different shades of green.
ARC provides TAZ and roadway network data for modeling that represents both the existing and future
transportation system and demand. To represent anticipated traffic conditions in the year 2040, the ARC
model includes the localized modifications made to the 2015 model, with additional modifications for
projects that have committed funding and are anticipated to be completed by the year 2040. This network
is called the Existing and Committed Network, or the E+C Network. This roadway network is combined
with demographic and economic projections for the year 2040, also provided by ARC. Although the
roadway network used in the model is extensive, the smallest capacity roadways included are collectors.
Minor roadways such as neighborhood streets are not included.
The model was used to further test some mobility projects. All mobility projects were originally modelled
through level of service (LOS) for years 2015 and 2040. Several projects were added to the 2040 E+C
(existing + committed) scenario because of having committed funding. A list of these projects is included
in Section 4.1.1 in the Needs Assessment Report.
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Figure 2-2. ARC Transportation Model Transportation Analysis Zones
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3.

Newton County Needs Summary

Anticipated growth in population and employment in Newton County is expected to increase demand on
the County’s transportation system. This section summarizes Newton County’s transportation needs
identified from both the Newton County CTP Existing Conditions Inventory and anticipation of future
trends through 2040. The Newton County CTP Recommendations are intended to address these current
and future transportation needs. Fully detailed descriptions of Newton County’s transportation needs are
included in the Newton County CTP Needs Assessment Report.

3.1

Demographic and Land Use Trends

As presented in the Newton County CTP Existing Conditions Inventory, recent trends impacting future
transportation needs in Newton County include:
•

Newton County experienced significant population growth from 1990 to 2010, from 41,808 to 99,958,
more than doubling its population; however, modest growth from 2010 to 2015, from 99,958 to
102,645, is showing a slowing of this trend.

•

Newton County jobs increased 13 percent from 2005 to 2015, despite an overall loss of jobs from
2010 to 2015. This is a higher job growth rate than both the State of Georgia (five percent) and the
Atlanta metro area (eight percent).

•

Higher population and employment densities exist in Oxford, Covington, and Porterdale, as well as
along the Rockdale County border south of I-20.

•

Most of the transit market population categories, including persons over age 65, persons in poverty,
and households with no vehicles have increased in Newton County from 2005 to 2015. These
populations are primarily concentrated in the municipalities of Covington, Oxford, and Porterdale,
and along I-20.

•

Undeveloped areas – including agricultural and forestry lands – remain the most prominent land use
type in the county, comprising over half the total land area of Newton County.

•

Low to medium density residential is the second most common land use type, and is primarily
concentrated in the western and central portions of the county.

•

Commercial and industrial properties are concentrated along I-20 and U.S. Highway 278, particularly
in and around Covington.

•

Future land use plans for the county and incorporated areas show a continuation of primarily
undeveloped and suburban or rural residential uses, but with commercial, industrial and mixed-use
nodes located in city centers and strategic nodes of the county.

•

Two major new economic development nodes, Historic Heartland and Stanton Springs, have been
identified in the eastern area of the county, near the I-20 interchanges of State Route 11 and U.S.
278.
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3.2

Existing and Future Roadway Mobility Needs

Anticipated changes will place demands on the entire transportation network for mobility, connectivity, and
accessibility. On the whole, the supply of major roadway infrastructure, the arterial roadway network, is
expected to meet demand. As presented in the Newton County CTP Needs Assessment Report, the
following specific roadway mobility, connectivity, and safety needs have been identified:
•

Newton County residents either drive alone to work (83 percent) or carpool (11 percent). Less than
two percent of county residents combined get to work by biking, walking, taking public transportation,
or some other means. The remaining four percent of Newton County residents work from home. This
indicates a need to continue support for vehicular mobility, while perhaps enhancing the
attractiveness of alternative modes.

•

The average travel time to work for Newton County residents is 31.9 minutes, down slightly from
2005 (33.6 minutes). This indicates the current system of roadways is working, and should be
maintained.

•

More people that work in Newton County are commuting from outside the county. Intra-county
commutes decreased by 29.4 percent from 2000 to 2010. This establishes the need for gateways to
the community and the consideration of additional transportation options such as transit.

•

From 2000 to 2010, the share of county residents working in Newton or Rockdale Counties
decreased 40 percent, while the share of county residents working in Fulton, DeKalb, and Gwinnett
Counties increased significantly. Newton residents may need additional options for travel to other
parts of the Atlanta metro area such as transit or organized carpooling.

•

Based on the ARC Regional Travel Demand Model, Newton County can expect an increase in VMT
of about 49 percent from 2015 to 2040, which represents approximately 1.2 million more vehicle
miles traveled each day. The current system must be maintained, and perhaps expanded to meet
this additional travel demand.

•

The 2040 ARC Regional Travel Demand Model estimates that a greater number of roadway
segments will be operating at congested levels than in 2015. Specific roadway segments expected to
operate under undesirable conditions were identified including portions of SR 138, SR 81, SR 142,
U.S. 278, SR 212 and others. Estimated operating conditions are shown in Figure 3-1 and Figure 32. Roadway and operational improvements of various types are needed to address these
undesirable operating conditions.

•

The estimated time it takes to travel along major roadways during the PM peak hour in 2015 has
been compared with 2040 model estimated travel times. Corridors where travel times are expected
to increase over the period include: SR 81, SR 142, SR 212, SR 36, SR 11, SR 20, and others.
Estimated travel times along these corridors are shown in Figure 3-3 and Figure 3-4. Roadway and
operational improvements of various types are needed to address these increased travel times.

•

The local connectivity assessment reveals that similar to findings from the previous CTP, roadway
densities are higher in the areas of Oxford, Covington and points west. Similar densities to the City of
Covington exist along Brown Bridge Road, SR 162/Salem Road, Fairview Road and Spring Road.
The eastern half of the county comprises mostly low density roadway networks, as would be
expected with the large farms and forests present in this portion of the county; however, there are
pockets of slightly higher road density. The variety of densities is expected in the county and
continued coordination between land use planning and transportation planning is needed to ensure
roadways are appropriate for existing or future uses.

•

In addition, relatively lengthy roadway segments throughout the county have been found during the
connectivity assessment, especially in the same areas where the network has greater density.
Longer segments in these dense areas indicate the presence of neighborhoods and subdivisions
with “tree-like” dendritic street networks. These long curving roadways often reduce the potential
walkability of an area. These results combined with the density results indicate a need for
connectivity improvements throughout Newton County, but especially in the western portion of the
county.
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Figure 3-1. ARC Transportation Model Estimation of Existing Operating Conditions, 2015
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Figure 3-2. ARC Transportation Model Estimation of Future Operating Conditions, 2040
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Figure 3-3. ARC Transportation Model Estimation of Travel Times NB/EB, 2040
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Figure 3-4. ARC Transportation Model Estimation of Travel Times SB/WB, 2040
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3.3

Existing Roadway Safety Needs

Analysis of crash data reveals particular segments and intersections with high frequencies of crashes
compared with others in Newton County. Intersections with the highest frequencies of crashes ranged
from 23-61 crashes per year located within 300 feet of the center of the intersection. Intersections with a
high frequency of crashes relative to others in Newton County include:
•

US 278/SR12 at Emory St

•

SR 162 at Brown Bridge Rd

•

US 278/SR12 at Turner Lake Rd

•

US 278/SR12 at Elm St

•

US 278/SR12 at SR 142

•

Almon Rd at Access Rd

•

US 278/SR12 at Pace St

•

SR 162 at Spring Rd

•

Industrial Blvd NE at Frontage Rd

•

SR 162 at Old Concord Dr SE

Segments between intersections with high frequencies of crashes had more than 700 crashes per 100
Million Vehicle Miles Traveled (MVMT), and include the segments in Newton County with the highest
frequencies of crashes. These segments are:
•

Dearing St from Pinewood Dr to Covington Bypass

•

Turner Lake Rd NW from US 278 to before Turner Lake Rd Roundabout

•

Church St from Washington St SW to Pennington St SW

•

Chestnut Rd from SR 81 to SR 162

•

Kirkland Rd from Womack Rd to Kirkland Court

•

US 278 Mill St NE to Floyd St NE

•

Clark St from Before Turner Lake RD Roundabout to Carroll St SW

•

Shoal Creek Hwy from Midpoint of Hwy 229 to Sewell Rd

•

Almon Rd from Old Covington Hwy to I-20

•

US 278 from Elm St NE to Mill St NE

•

Salem Rd from county Line to Kirkland Rd

Both intersections and roadway segments with a relatively high frequency of crashes are shown in Figure
3-5.
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Figure 3-5. High Crash Rate Locations

18

3.4

Existing and Future Freight Needs

As presented in the Newton County CTP Needs Assessment Report, the following rail and over-the-road
freight needs have been identified and are also shown in Figure 3-6:
•

Several at-grade crossings have been identified for improvement due to previous safety incidents at
these locations and at least one additional safety incident since the time of the previous CTP.

•

Opinions of both public and private industry leaders cited in the Freight Mobility Plan indicate the
need for more efficient freight movement throughout the state of Georgia.

•

Increased congestion and increased travel times are expected along key freight corridors including,
but not limited to: Crowell Road access to I-20, U.S. 278/SR 12 and Access Road to I-20; SR 11
interchange with I-20; SR 81; SR 20; SR 138.

3.5

Alternative Transportation Needs

As presented in the Newton County CTP Needs Assessment Report, specific areas well-suited for bicycle
and pedestrian improvements were identified. This analysis is intended to be used as a tool to inform
decision-makers where capital improvement projects would be of the greatest potential benefit in terms of
potential utilization. Figure 3-7 displays a cumulative summary of suitability analysis, showing areas with
higher levels of the following types of bicycle/pedestrian suitability:
•

Demand: population density, demographics, and access to automobiles

•

Attractions: areas with employment, institutional uses, retail, and park/recreation centers

•

Character: suitable slope, safety, and urban form, as well as potential link to existing facilities

•

Needs: projected increases in population and employment density

Transit needs were also identified in the Newton County CTP Needs Assessment Report particularly since
transit-related recommendations from the previous CTP have largely not been implemented. Regional
mobility options are still limited in Newton County, and public transportation within the county includes
only limited private operation of university, senior services, and medical transportation for specific groups
and destinations, as described in the Existing Conditions Inventory. Newton County is one of only three
counties in the metropolitan Atlanta region without transit services. Transit remains an unmet opportunity
for Newton County to evaluate and consider.
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Figure 3-6. Freight Needs
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Figure 3-7. Bicycle and Pedestrian Suitability Analysis
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3.6

Needs Identified Primarily by the Public

Transportation needs were also identified from experiences of Newton County residents and employees.
Public input on Newton County transportation needs were solicited through a Technical Committee, public
outreach survey and public information meetings. Common themes identified through each outreach
activity include:
•

Majority (68 percent) of survey respondents felt that they experience difficulties traveling in Newton
County. Particular intersections and roads were identified, including the intersection of Kirkland Road
and Brown Bridge Road, U.S. 278 and SR 11.

•

U.S. 278 was by far the most identified problem area for traveling in Newton County, as indicated by
survey responses. Salem Road and Brown Bridge Road were the second and third-most identified
roadways. Comments support implementation of the Highway 278 Community Improvement District
(CID) to address intersection and safety issues at major intersections and railroad crossings.

•

Safety was chosen as the top transportation priority for Newton County through the public input
survey, followed by roadway maintenance and congestion relief.

•

Freight mobility, although considered important, was noted by survey respondents as the lowest
priority for the county. Technical Committee members provided guidance on improvements along
various corridors that would improve freight mobility, including the Covington Bypass, SR 142 and
Crowell Road.

•

Approximately half of survey respondents (48%) feel that public transportation is needed in Newton
County, and another 10% responded ‘maybe’. One-quarter of respondents (25%) stated that they do
not think public transportation is needed. Of those stating a need for public transportation, the need
was indicated for various groups, especially for senior citizens and students.

•

Multi-use trails, greenways, and complete streets are needed for livability and community health.

•

Various corridor intersection signals need to be better synchronized, such as Hwy 278 at Elk’s Club
drive, SR 142 at Wheat ST/Lochridge Blvd, Exit 88 at I-20 and Crowell Road, Salem Road and Hwy
81, and US 278 between Turner Lake Rd and SR 142..

A fully detailed description of public input received throughout the CTP process is included in the Newton
County CTP Needs Assessment Report and also in Appendix I of this document.
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4.

Project Identification and Assessment

Once current and future needs were understood, multimodal improvement strategies and policies were
identified for inclusion in the Newton County CTP. This section presents the process for identification;
screening and selection of projects and policies included in the recommended plan (Section 5.0) and
implementation program (Section 6.0).

4.1

Initial Project Identification

The CTP vision and goals provided a guide for the types of projects which should be identified to address
current and long-range transportation needs for Newton County. Both the existing conditions and needs
assessments provided an important foundation of information for project alternative choices. Extensive
community input from county and city staff, local stakeholders and the general public was also received
and reviewed by the project team. Projects already listed in existing regional and local plans were also
incorporated including the Newton County 2028 Comprehensive Plan, ARC Atlanta Region’s Plan and the
municipalities’ local comprehensive plans.
Characteristics considered when screening identified projects for the final CTP and Implementation
Program were drawn primarily from the county’s transportation vision and goals. These considerations
included:
•

Provides increased mobility and access for major population and employment growth areas;

•

Promotes safety of the transportation system;

•

Contributes to a transportation system providing multiple travel mode alternatives;

•

Improves maintenance and operation of the transportation system,

•

Considers community and environmental resources; and

•

Provides consistency and concurrence with future land use plans; and

•

Public and project stakeholder support.

The specific criteria used to identify projects are described in Sections 4.2 through 4.6. An initial list of
projects was presented to the Technical Committee in November 2017, and the project team solicited
specific feedback from the committee on an individual basis. This feedback enabled refinement of the
project list for presentation at the November 2017 Public Information Open House.

4.2

Mobility Project Identification

Projects were first identified to enhance the mobility and general access for Newton County travelers
using both projected levels of congestion and travel time changes. Congestion was estimated using the
ARC Regional Travel Demand Model volume-to-capacity ratio. Roadways segments projected to
experience future volume-to-capacity ratios greater than 0.7 were considered for inclusion as projects.
Typically, ratios greater than 0.9, were enough to justify a project, whereas ratios between 0.7-0.9, were
considered for a project only if this congestion condition existed in conjunction with another identified
transportation issue.
•

V/C Ratio 0.7 – 0.9 approximates vehicular Level of Service C/D

•

V/C Ratio 0.9 or greater approximates vehicular Level of Service E/F

The second mobility criteria used in project identification was ARC Regional Travel Demand Model travel
time. Major routes throughout Newton County were examined for expected travel time changes between
2015 and 2040. Routes with greater than 10 percent change in travel time over this period were
considered for projects.
A third consideration was land use coordination, assessing future intended land use versus existing
development. Although the model generally accounted for anticipated regional growth, the potential for
the land use of specific sites to change was also assessed. For example, an intersection area planned for
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a mixed use node, but with limited existing development could indicate further trip generation in the future
and therefore may be given a higher priority at this location than for a recently developed area, or an
undeveloped area that is planned to remained low density.
Finally, if there was sufficient public feedback and reasonable justification for a particular mobility project,
it was added to the list. For example, one recommendation includes changes to the freight routes in
Newton County, which would necessitate improvements along several corridors, including SR 142
between Alcovy Road and SR 81.
Once complete, the final list of identified mobility projects were examined using the ARC Regional Travel
Demand Model using the same metrics. The results of this analysis are included in Section 4.7.

4.3

Safety Project Identification

Safety projects were primarily identified using collision information from the Georgia Electronic Accident
Reporting System (GEARS). A detailed spatial assessment was conducted using four years of crash data,
January 1, 2013 through December 31, 2016. Crashes were assigned to intersections or segments based
on locational data, where crashes within 300 feet of the center of the intersection were considered for that
intersection, and those in between intersections considered for segments.
The intersections and segments with the highest frequency of crashes relative to others in Newton
County were examined for potential safety improvement projects. Results of this analysis are included in
the Existing Conditions Inventory. A list of 30 Newton County roadway segments with the highest crash
rates was compiled, and those with a crash rate greater than the average of this list were considered for
recommended CTP projects. Intersections were given priority based on the total number of crashes,
percent of crashes with injuries, location on a roadway segment with high crash rates, and public input.
Additionally, corridors were identified that included both multiple high crash segments and high-crash
intersections. For example, U.S. 278 from Turner Hill Road to SR 36 includes two of the highest crash
segments in the county as well as five of the ten intersections with the highest crash rates.
In addition to vehicular crash information, incidents at railroad crossings were reviewed during the CTP
process. The Federal Railroad Administration Office of Safety Analysis data was examined and reported
in the Existing Conditions Inventory. Rail crossings with the largest number of incidents, and particularly
those with at least one incident in the past ten years, were considered for CTP projects.
Finally, if there was sufficient public feedback and reasonable justification for a particular safety project it
was also considered for a CTP project. For example, recommendations for intersection improvements at
Kirkland Road and Brown Bridge Road were received from both the Newton County Transportation
Engineering Department and Newton County Department of Education. This intersection is also situated
nd
on a roadway segment that had the 22 highest crash rate in the county, thus with this data and
stakeholder input, this intersection warranted consideration as a safety improvement in the CTP.

4.4

Alternative Mode Project Identification

Transit recommendations were developed using information from existing conditions analysis, public input
survey, and review of recommendations from the previous CTP. The Existing Conditions Inventory
identified key transit markets according to demographic data. The public input survey and comments
received at meetings helped refine ideas for transit in Newton County, with the previous CTP transit
recommendations used as a starting point.
Bicycle and Pedestrian projects were developed using the extensive suitability analysis included in the
Needs Assessment Report, Technical Committee comments, and public feedback. Multiple regional and
local plans were also reviewed. Finally, policies and areas for walking and bicycling in local land use plans
were also considered as these projects were developed. Most of the public feedback for bicycling and
walking occurred at meetings, and show the commitment of the community to developing Newton
County’s alternative modes for transportation.
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4.5

Bridge Project Identification

Bridges recommended for improvements were identified using an iterative process between analysis of
the National Bridge Inventory (NBI) and communications with Newton County Transportation Engineering
Department and GDOT. GDOT inspects bridges for the NBI annually and reports bridge condition findings
to the county. A sufficiency rating between zero and 100 is calculated for each bridge to indicate its
sufficiency to remain in service. A rating of zero represents a bridge that is entirely deficient, while 100
represents one that is entirely sufficient. Under the Federal Highway Bridge Replacement and
Rehabilitation Program, bridges with a sufficiency rating of 80 or less are eligible for federal funding. A
bridge should typically have a sufficiency rating of 80 or less to be eligible for rehabilitation, and 50 or less
to be eligible for replacement.
As noted in the Existing Conditions Inventory, the National Bridge Inventory lists 103 bridges within
Newton County, an increase of three bridges since the previous CTP. Bridges with the lowest sufficiency
ratings –those with a rating of 50 or less, which are not already being rehabilitated or replaced were
recommended and prioritized as part of the Newton County CTP update, also using daily traffic volume as
a further priority determinant in addition to the sufficiency rating. Those additional high volume bridges
with ratings between 50 and 80 are listed in the Recommendations section for future consideration as the
CTP is revisited and updated.

4.6

Other Projects

Over the course of the Newton County CTP process, particular policies and projects were identified either
to complement other projects or solve problems expected in the future. If these projects did not fall into a
particular category, they are listed as other projects for the Newton County CTP. For example, the project
team identified the need to change designated freight routes in the county to better meet the goals of the
community. This freight routing project is listed as an “Other” type project.
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4.7

ARC Regional Travel Demand Model Assessment

The regional travel demand model was used as the main analysis tool for assessing major roadway
capacity-adding projects. The assessment used two main performance measures to test the relative
success of each project’s ability to reduce congestion, including:
•

Volume-to-Capacity ratio, a measure of Level of Service

•

Selected travel times

Each project was tested individually to first assess which projects most benefit travel in Newton County.
These results were then combined with stakeholder input to designate projects as short-term, mid-term,
or long-term.
The travel demand model assumptions underlying the tested scenarios reflect ARC and Newton County
future land use and development plans in the allocation of population, households, and employment. The
prioritization process was based on the needs assessment analysis, stakeholder concerns, and local
knowledge and should not be confused with ARC’s project prioritization process. Instead, the prioritization
was intended to convey a general idea of each project’s relative need for the county.
It should be noted that projects along SR 81 generally show the largest benefits, but most projects show
notable improvements along their respective corridors. M-1 does not show any benefit in this analysis
because this widening has committed funding, and is included in the Existing + Committed Projects (E+C)
network already. M-12 shows no benefit because it adds a center turn lane, but does not add capacity.
The regional ARC ABM does not anticipate substantial changes in travel behaviors based on the
presence or absence of these turn lanes, and thus doesn’t show any change in travel time for this project.
4.7.1

Level of Service Analysis

A Level of Service (LOS) assessment was conducted to assess impacts for each project and the ability of
each to reduce congestion in Newton County. Generally, LOS is an assessment of roadway congestion
during times of peak usage. The analysis was conducted within the travel demand model as the
calculated ratio of traffic volume to roadway capacity.
Table 4-1. Volume-to-Capacity Ratio as an approximation of LOS
V/C Ratio

LOS

Description

V/C: <0.7

A, B

Free, or stable traffic flow

V/C: 0.7-0.9

C,D

Stable flow with delay, or approaching unstable flow

V/C: 0.9 – 1.0

E

Unstable flow (significant delay)

V/C: >1.0

F

Severe congestion (failing roadway)

The results of the LOS analysis are shown in Figure 4-1 and Figure 4-2. Figure 4-1 shows projected Level
of Service in year 2040 E+C network during the evening peak period. Figure 4-2 shows the projected
Level of Service in year 2040 with the addition of the recommended CTP mobility projects identified in
Sections 5 and 6. Comparing these figures shows that the identified project list would reduce much of the
anticipated congestion in the northwestern half of the county to LOS of A or B, especially along Crowell
Road, SR 81, and SR 162. Additionally, all roadway segments that were projected for LOS E or F by 2040
in the E+C scenario would be improved to be no worse than LOS D by 2040 with implementation of these
projects.
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Figure 4-1. ARC Transportation Model Estimation of 2040 Operating Conditions, E+C Scenario
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Figure 4-2. ARC Transportation Model Estimation of 2040 Operating Conditions, CTP
Recommendations Scenario
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4.7.2

Travel Time Analysis

Table 4-2 compares travel times in the E+C network to improvements from the CTP mobility projects for
the evening peak period.
Most of the identified corridors show decreases in travel times with implementation of the CTP
recommendations. Corridors that have a CTP project show much larger improvements, but even
roadways without a project on them show modest decreases in travel time. The one exception is
Covington Bypass which shows a moderate increase in travel time in the southbound direction because it
becomes a more attractive route to access other roads which are widened in the CTP plan. While the
increase in traffic is not anticipated to create substantial congestion on this segment between now and the
year 2040, it may be a candidate for improvement at a later date.
Table 4-2. Travel Time Improvements from CTP Projects

Project
ID

2040 E+C
Travel Time
(minutes)
Project Corridor

SB/WB

NB/EB

2040 Travel
Time with CTP
Improvement
(minutes)
SB/WB

NB/EB

Travel
Time
Change
(min)*

Percent
Improve
ment

CTP-102

Crowell Road from SR 81 to Brown
Bridge Road

3.2

3.1

2.8

2.8

-0.6

9.9%

CTP-103

SR 20 from Rockdale County Line to SR
212

1.8

1.8

1.6

1.6

-0.4

10.2%

CTP-104

SR 81 from Snapping Shoals Road
(Henry County) to SR 212

3.2

3.6

2.3

2.4

-2.0

29.6%

CTP-105

US 278 from SR 142 to I-20

9.4

9.4

9.3

9.3

-0.2

1.1%

CTP-106

SR 20 from SR 212 to Joe Elliot Road
(Henry County)

7.3

7.0

6.0

5.9

-2.5

17.3%

CTP-107

SR 11 from South Cherokee (Walton
County Line) to I-20

3.7

3.8

3.5

3.6

-0.4

5.2%

CTP-447

SR 81 from US 278 to Crowell Road

7.1

7.2

7.1

7.2

0.0

0.0%

CTP-108

Brown Bridge Road from SR 162 to
Crowell Road

5.6

5.6

5.3

5.3

-0.5

4.3%

CTP-109

SR 138 from Rockdale County Line to
Walton County Line

2.5

2.5

2.1

2.1

-0.7

14.3%

CTP-110

SR 142 from Alcovy Road to SR 81

5.4

5.4

5.1

5.1

-0.7

6.0%

CTP-111

SR 81 from SR 162 to Covington Bypass

2.4

2.3

2.0

2.0

-0.6

12.9%

CTP-112

SR 81 from Bethany Road to SR 162

6.2

6.3

5.8

5.9

-0.7

6.0%

CTP-113

Crowell Road from SR 81 to I-20

8.2

8.0

7.8

7.7

-0.7

4.2%

*Travel time change was determined by summing the difference between scenarios in both directions. For example M-11 improves
travel time by 0.2 minutes in the SB/WB direction and by 0.2 minutes in the NB/EB direction, therefore the total travel time change is
a decrease of 0.4 minutes.
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5.

Plan Recommendations

This section includes specific projects and broad policies for future implementation through study year
2040. Projects presented in this section include existing projects in the ARC Atlanta Region’s Plan and
current ARC Transportation Improvement Program, GDOT Statewide Transportation Improvement
Program, and newly identified projects generated through the CTP needs assessment and project
identification process. Transportation recommendations are discussed by category: roadways and
bridges, freight, aviation, transit, and bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Mode-specific land use and
development policies are also included.
Various factors were considered in development of these plan recommendations, including:
•

Study goals and objectives;

•

Data analysis and technical considerations;

•

Jurisdictional plans at the municipal, county and regional level;

•

Input and guidance from participating county, municipalities and planning partners on the Technical
Committee;

•

General community input; and

•

Balance of needs and resources.

Coordination and outreach with planning partners, stakeholders, and the general public were undertaken
in the plan development process. Community input is critical to develop recommendations that are both
comprehensive and also reflect local and regional needs. Based on input received through this process,
proposed transportation projects were refined into recommendations. The following presents the
recommended projects, programs, and policies for the Newton County CTP by mode.

5.1

Roadways and Bridges

5.1.1

Roadway Capacity and Connectivity

The CTP process afforded an opportunity to review previously identified projects and determine whether
the projects will continue to meet the county’s future needs. Existing roadway and bridge projects were
identified from local, regional, and statewide plans and program, including:
•

Newton County Capital Road Improvement Program

•

Newton County SPLOST Program

•

GDOT Statewide Transportation Improvement Program

•

ARC Regional Transportation Plan (Atlanta Region’s Plan: Transportation)

•

ARC Transportation Improvement Program (FY 2018-2023)

Projects identified through previous plans and programs are included in the Newton CTP Existing
Conditions Inventory. The following recommended projects and concepts reflect new projects—not
previously included in any plan—as well as some projects that had been identified in prior plans but have
not progressed beyond the planning phase. In the following section (Section 6: Implementation Program)
all recommended projects for inclusion in the regional long range transportation planning process are
integrated into a long-range implementation schedule.
The CTP recommends the following projects and concepts for consideration. Currently programmed
projects from ARC and GDOT are included in Figure 5-1 and Figure 5-2. These projects have been
identified by previous planning processes, and are part of the implementation programs for these
agencies. ARC Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) allocates federal funds to projects identified
by the Regional Transportation Plan over a six-year period. The GDOT Statewide Transportation
Improvement Program lists federally-funded transportation projects outside of MPO boundaries and is
updated every four years.
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Figure 5-1. Recommended Roadway Capacity Projects: ARC TIP
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Figure 5-2. Recommended Roadway Capacity Projects: GDOT STIP
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A map of CTP recommended mobility project locations is shown in Figure 5-3. These new projects were
identified through the CTP planning process which addresses various needs specifically in Newton
County through 2040; see Section 4 of this document for more details. The specific need each mobility
project is expected to address, such as operating conditions or economic development, is indicated by
colors on the map, and all mobility projects are numbered between 100 and 199. The following mobility
projects are recommended by the 2018 Newton County CTP.
CTP-101 Intersection improvements at SR 81 and the Covington Bypass
Operational improvements at the intersection of SR 81 and the Covington Bypass are recommended to
address current congestion along segments leading to the area.
CTP-102 Widening/capacity improvements: Crowell Road from Highway 81 to Brown Bridge Road
Project CTP-102 widens Crowell Road from two lanes to four lanes addressing future congestion along
Crowell Road, which is also recommended as a freight route. This project should coordinate with future
improvements to Crowell Road already planned by ARC (NE-105 and NE-021). In addition, CTP-102
could be eliminated if ARC project NE-021 is implemented first.
CTP-103 Widening/capacity improvements: SR 20 from Rockdale/Henry line to Highway 212
Project CTP-103 widens SR 20 from two lanes to four lanes in order to relieve predicted future
congestion.
CTP-104 Widening/capacity improvements: SR 81 from Snapping Shoals Road in Henry County to
Highway 212
Project CTP-104 widens SR 81 from two lanes to four lanes to address predicted increases in travel times
along SR 81, as well as future predicted congestion in the area. Coordination with Rockdale County will
be important.
CTP-105 Widening/capacity improvements: U.S. 278 from SR 142 at the connection point to
current GDOT widening east of SR 36 to Interstate 20
Project CTP-105 widens U.S. 278 from two lanes to four lanes because it is important for economic
development in the County. The project could also reduce future travel times East-West along U.S. 278.
CTP-106 Widening/capacity improvements: SR 20 from SR 212 to Joe Elliott Rd (Henry County)
Project CTP-106 widens SR 20 from two lanes to four lanes. This project addresses a nearly 50 percent
future increase in travel times, as well as predicted future congestion.
CTP-107 Widening/capacity improvements: SR 11 from South Cherokee (Walton County line) to
Interstate 20
Project CTP-107 widens SR 11 from two lanes to four lanes to reduce predicted travel times North-South
along SR 11. In addition, several important stakeholders indicated that capacity along SR 11 is important
for continued industrial recruitment at the Historic Heartland and Stanton Springs megasites. This project
would also address current poor operating conditions at the intersection of SR 11 and I-20 WB Ramp, as
determined by a planning-level capacity analysis conducted using traffic counts from November 2017.
CTP-108 Widening/capacity improvements: Brown Bridge Road from SR 162/Salem Road to
Crowell Road
Project CTP-108 widens Brown Bridge Road from two lanes to four lanes addressing numerous public
complaints of congestion along the corridor. The ARC travel demand model does predict some worsening
of congestion by 2040, and this project was included in the previous CTP.
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Figure 5-3. Recommended Roadway Capacity Projects: CTP Mobility
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CTP-109 Widening/capacity improvements: SR 138 from Rockdale County to Walton County
Project CTP-109 widens SR 138 from two lanes to four lanes addressing low travel time reliability for
freight trucks as well as future congestion. Newton County will need to coordinate with both Rockdale
County and Walton County on this project.
CTP-110 Widening/capacity improvements: SR 142 from Alcovy Road to SR 81
Project CTP-110 widens SR 142 from two lanes to four lanes connecting a current GDOT widening
project (PI 242230) with SR 81. This project would benefit the new industrial development expected along
SR 142, and also enhance access to the new airport entrance. This project ties in with recommendations
for new freight routes utilizing SR 81, SR 142 and the Covington Bypass.
CTP-111 Widening/capacity improvements: SR 81 from SR 162/Salem Road to Covington Bypass
Project CTP-111 would expand capacity along SR 81 from two lanes to four lanes addressing both current
low travel time reliability for freight and future predicted congestion. Stakeholder comments also
requested improvements along SR 81. This project would also address current poor operating conditions
at the intersection of SR 81 and SR 162, as determined by a planning-level capacity analysis conducted
using traffic counts from November 2017.
CTP-112 Widening/capacity improvements: SR 81 from Bethany Road to SR 162/Salem Road
Project CTP-112 would accompany Project CTP-111 expanding capacity along SR 81 from two lanes to
four lanes. This addresses moderate future congestion, as well as future travel time increases. Also in
conjunction with CTP-111 this project would address current poor operating conditions at the intersection
of SR 81 and SR 162, as determined by a planning-level capacity analysis conducted using traffic counts
from November 2017.
5.1.1.1

Priority Mobility Projects

The following mobility projects were identified as short-term projects based on lowest levels of
current/project LOS, supplemental traffic counts indicating worse LOS than shown in the model, higher
travel time growth rates, and public/stakeholder priority:
CTP-101: SR 81 at Covington Bypass intersection improvements
CTP-108: Brown Bridge Road widening, SR 162 to Crowell Road
Projects CTP-102, CTP-105, CTP-107, CTP-110 and CTP-111 were identified as mid-term priorities.
Projects CTP-103, CTP-104, CTP-106, CTP-109 and CTP-112 were identified as long-term priorities,
based on the same criteria.

35

5.1.2

Safety Projects

Projects in this section are primarily associated with roadways, but are driven by safety concerns rather
than mobility and access concerns. Safety is always the highest priority for any transportation
professional, and these projects represent areas where particular improvements are expected to be
needed to improve safety outcomes within Newton County. Traffic operational improvements or safety
improvements include actions to facilitate traffic, but do not include adding general purpose capacity or
roadway widening projects. Operational or safety improvements may include the following:
•

Turning lanes at intersections;

•

Expanded lane or shoulder widths;

•

Curb, gutter, and drainage;

•

Sidewalks or bicycle lanes;

•

Horizontal or vertical alignment revisions to improve sight distances;

•

Upgrade of traffic control devices at certain intersections, including signalization; and

•

Intersection geometric improvements.

In general, additional study is warranted to identify more specific traffic safety needs and possible
corrective measures. Within the context of the long-range transportation plan, the level of assessment is
insufficient for identifying detailed operational improvement projects. Through the safety screening
conducted for the Existing Conditions and Needs Assessment reports, the following locations were
identified as needing additional, detailed study to review potential safety problems and identify corrective
measures, as needed. Safety project locations are shown in Figure 5-4. The following safety projects are
recommended by the 2018 Newton County CTP.
CTP-215 Corridor safety improvements along SR 142 from U.S. 278 to I-20 Exit 93
This corridor had a high frequency of crashes on multiple roadway segments and at several intersections.
The crash frequencies seen along this corridor are among the highest relative to others in Newton
County.
CTP-216 Corridor safety improvements along U.S. 278 from Turner Lake Road to SR 36
This corridor had a high frequency of crashes along roadway segments and intersections as compared to
others in the county. This project may be eliminated or combined with forthcoming recommendations from
the U.S. 278 CID Master Plan. The intersection of U.S. 278 and Emory Street was selected for detailed
safety review due a high frequency of all types of crashes. This detailed review indicated a trend of angle
crashes between vehicles exiting the QuickTrip parking lot onto SR 81/Emory Street and vehicles
traveling southbound on SR 81/Emory Street. One solution for this trend could be Access Management
along SR 81/Emory Street; but additional detailed study to review potential safety problems and identify
corrective measures is recommended for the entire corridor.
CTP-217 Corridor safety improvements along Turner Lake Road from U.S. 278 to SR 81
This project should address the high frequency of crashes along both the roadway segments and at two
intersections along Turner Lake Road. This project does not include the Turner Lake at Clark Street
roundabout, where relatively few crashes were reported. The intersection of U.S. 278 and Turner Lake
Road was selected for detailed safety review due a high frequency of all types of crashes, one fatal crash,
and proximity to high crash frequency corridor. This detailed review indicated a trend of left-turn angle
crashes between vehicles turning left onto southbound Turner Lake Road and vehicles traveling
eastbound through the intersection. This trend indicates a need to geometrically re-orient the eastbound
U.S. 278 approach to create a B-style offset similar to the westbound approach. Additional detailed study
to review potential safety problems and identify corrective measures is recommended for the entire
corridor.
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CTP-218 Corridor safety improvements along SR 20 from SR 212 to the Rockdale County line
A high frequency of crashes along both the roadway segments and at several intersections led to this
project recommendation.
CTP-219 Intersection safety improvements at Industrial Boulevard at Frontage Road
Project CTP-219 is intended to address the high frequency of crashes reported at this intersection.
CTP-220 Roadway segment safety improvements along Dearing Street from Pinewood Drive to the
Covington Bypass
This project addresses the high frequency of crashes reported along this segment.
CTP-221 Roadway segment safety improvements along Church Street from Washington Street to
Pennington Street
This project addresses the high frequency of crashes reported along this segment.
CTP-222 Roadway segment safety improvements along Chestnut Road from SR 81 to SR 162
Project CTP-222 addresses the high frequency of crashes reported along this segment.
CTP-223 Roadway segment safety improvements along Kirkland Road from Womack Road to
Kirkland Court
This project should reduce the high frequency of crashes reported along this segment.
CTP-224 Roadway segment safety improvements along Clark Street from Carroll Street to just
before reaching the Turner Lake Roundabout
This project addresses the high frequency of crashes reported along this segment.
CTP-225 Roadway segment safety improvements along Shoal Creek Highway from the midpoint of
Highway 229 to Sewell Road
Project CTP-225 addresses the high frequency of crashes reported along this segment.
CTP-226 Safety improvements at New Alcovy at-grade railroad crossing
Project CTP-226 will consider alternatives to improve safety outcomes at the New Alcovy railroad
crossing. This crossing has experienced the largest number of incidents of any in Newton County, several
of which have been within the past ten years. Additional warning signage and lights, or possible
reconfiguration of the at-grade crossing should be considered.
CTP-227 Safety improvements at Emory Street at-grade railroad crossing
This project will consider alternatives to improve safety outcomes at the Emory Street railroad crossing.
This crossing has experienced the second largest number of incidents of all at-grade crossings in Newton
County. The U.S. 278 CID Master Plan may also make recommendations regarding this crossing, which
should be considered in any improvements.
CTP-228 Intersection improvements at Kirkland Road and Brown Bridge Road
This project addresses numerous stakeholder comments of limited mobility at this intersection. These
comments were verified through a planning-level capacity analysis of traffic volumes collected in
November 2017, which indicate that this intersection currently operates under poor conditions.
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Figure 5-4. Recommended Safety Projects: CTP
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CTP-229 Intersection improvements at Kirkland Road and Jack Neely Road
Numerous stakeholder comments of limited mobility at this intersection are addressed with this project.
Planning-level capacity analysis of traffic volumes collected in November 2017 indicates that this
intersection currently operates under poor conditions particularly during the morning.
CTP-230 Intersection improvements at SR 36 and Piper Road
Project CTP-230 also addresses numerous stakeholder comments of limited mobility. These comments
were verified with a planning-level capacity analysis of traffic volumes collected in November 2017, which
indicate that this intersection currently operates under poor conditions particularly in the morning.
CTP-231 Safety improvements at SR 36 and SR 212 Roundabout
Project CTP-231 will consider safety improvements to the roundabout at SR 36 and SR 212 to provide
additional warning and clarity to the traveling public. Numerous stakeholder comments throughout the
CTP process indicate that the roundabout is a surprise to the user after traveling several miles along SR
36 or SR 212 at 55 MPH. There are roundabout signs and rumble strips on some approaches, however
additional safety upgrades are needed.
CTP-232 SR 36 at Henderson Mill
This project addresses an intersection where nearly half (49 percent) of all crashes had injuries and is
located on a high frequency crash segment.
5.1.2.1

Priority Safety Projects

The following safety projects were identified as short-term projects. For roadway segments and
intersections, this was determined based on the high crash rate criteria reported in Section 4. The
following also includes two at-grade rail crossings with multiple and recent incidents, as well as a recently
constructed roundabout (CTP-231) that multiple stakeholders have reported issues with.
•

CTP-216: U.S. 278, from Turner Lake Road to SR 36

•

CTP-217: Turner Lake Road, from U.S. 278 to SR 81

•

CTP-226: New Alcovy Road crossing of CSX rail

•

CTP-227: Emory St. crossing of CSX rail

•

CTP-228 Kirkland Road at Brown Bridge Road

•

CTP-231: Improvements to existing roundabout for SR 212 at SR 36

Several of the intersections with the highest need for improvements – those that warrant short-term
priority – either are included in the projects above (CTP-216 and CTP-217), or are already identified as
TIP or STIP projects.
Projects CTP-215, CTP-218, CTP-219, CTP-220, CTP-221, CTP-223, CTP-229 and CTP-230 were
identified as mid-term priorities based on the same criteria as reported above. Projects CTP-222, CTP224, and CTP-225 were identified as long-term priorities.
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5.1.3

Bridge Projects

It is important to overall regional mobility and safety that all roadway bridges be maintained in good
condition. A bridge information database is sent annually from GDOT to the National Bridge Inventory
(NBI) database. The NBI is a nationally maintained aggregation of structure inventory and appraisal data
collected to fulfill the requirements of a federally mandated National Bridge Inspection Standards (NBIS).
Each state is required to prepare and maintain an inventory of all bridges subject to the NBIS, and the
current NBI bridges for Newton County were included in the Existing Conditions Inventory.
For the long-range plan, the existing NBI data was reviewed to identify when bridges within the county
may need repair, rehabilitation or replacement over a short-, mid-, or long-range period. No new data was
collected nor was any bridge inspected. A primary factor in determining need for bridge repair,
rehabilitation, or replacement was the bridge sufficiency rating. Other factors reviewed include year built,
structure type, and the inspection report findings. The bridge sufficiency rating is a calculated numeric
value used to indicate the sufficiency of a bridge to remain in service. The sufficiency rating scale ranges
from 0 to 100; the rating scale considers structural adequacy and functional adequacy and serviceability
as well as how essential the bridge is for public use. All of the bridges recommended for rehabilitation or
replacement are shown in Figure 5-5 and Table 5-1.
Eleven bridges in Newton County had a sufficiency rating of below 50. Of these, six already have some
improvements completed or underway:
•

Map ID 2: Oak Hill Road over Snapping Shoals Creek (15.3 sufficiency rating)

•

Map ID 4: Brown Bridge Road over Yellow River (40.8)

•

Map ID 8: SR 212 over Lake Jackson/Ocmulgee River (21.8)

•

Map ID 10: U.S. 278 over Alcovy River (49.5)

•

Map ID 12: County Road 213 over West Bear Creek (44.3)

•

Map ID 13: Sewell Road over Shoal Creek (40.9)

•

Map ID 14: SR 81 over South River (47.7)

•

Map ID 15: SR 36 over Yellow River (52.8)

For the remaining bridges under 50 rating, the following recommendations were made based on the
rating and average daily traffic volumes:
•

Map ID 3: Dial Mill Road at Little Haynes Creek (27.4) has sufficiency ratings under 30 and is
recommended as a short-term project to be completed within the next five years. Addressing the
bridge over Dial Mill Road should be an immediate priority due to the traffic volumes experienced on
that roadway.

•

Map ID 5: SR 81 over Dried Indian Creek (48.0) is also recommended as a short-term project, with
particular importance due to heavy traffic volumes (PI 0013751/NE-104).

•

Map ID 6: County Road 213 over Alcovy River and Map ID 7: Henderson Mill Road over Alcovy River
have similar sufficiency ratings to SR 81 over Dried Indian Creek, but receive far less daily traffic.
These two bridges are recommended as mid-term projects.

•

Map ID 11: Benton’s Road over West Bear Creek is out and closed to all traffic, with no current plans
to reconstruct the bridge. The proposed Bear Creek reservoir project, if implemented, would inundate
the bridge with water; therefore this bridge is listed in this CTP as a mid-term rather than a short-term
project because it is not evident whether or not the reservoir will move forward. This bridge should be
reevaluated once more is known about the status of the reservoir project.

In addition, bridges with sufficiency ratings less than or equal to 60 and higher traffic volumes are
recommended for short-term bridge projects, including:
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•

Map ID 1: Brown Bridge Road over Snapping Shoals Creek has a sufficiency rating of 54.1 and
relatively high traffic volumes. Newton County is already working on preliminary engineering for this
bridge replacement (PI 0015097/NE-107).

•

Map ID 9: US 278 over the Alcovy River Overflow has a sufficiency rating of 60.2 and relatively high
traffic volumes. GDOT is already working on this bridge as well (PI 231635/NE-102).
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Figure 5-5. Recommended Bridge Projects
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Table 5-1. Newton County Bridges with Sufficiency Rating below 80.0
TPRO
Project ID

Bridge Serial
Number

Owner

Facility Carried

Location

Features Intersected

Year
Built

Length
(feet)

Width
(feet)

Status

270750-

217-5003-0

County

OAK HILL ROAD

3.5 MI SW OF
PORTERDALE

SNAPPING SHOALS
CREEK

1960

160

25

P. Posted for
load

15.30

217-5029-0

County

BENTONS ROAD

6.5 MI SE OF
COVINGTON

WEST BEAR CREEK

1950

38

12

P. Posted for
load

20.60

217-0063-0

GDOT

SR 212

13.9 MI S OF
COVINGTON

LAKE JACKSON
(OCMULGEE RIVER)

1964

702

34

A. Open, no
restriction

21.80

217-5046-0

County

DIAL MILL ROAD

AT THE
ROCKDALE CO
LINE

LITTLE HAYNES CREEK 1970

100

26

P. Posted for
load

27.40

217-0054-0

County

BROWN BRIDGE
ROAD

2.5 MI W OF
COVINGTON

YELLOW RIVER

1961

313

32

P. Posted for
load

40.80

217-5017-0

County

SEWELL ROAD

2 MI N OF
NEWBORN

SHOAL CREEK

1990

24

0

K. Bridge
closed to all
traffic

40.90

217-0046-0

County

CR 213

2.5 MI W OF
MANSFIELD

WEST BEAR CREEK

1956

81

30

P. Posted for
load

44.30

217-0045-0

County

CR 213

4 MI S OF
COVINGTON

ALCOVY RIVER

1956

349

30

P. Posted for
load

45.60

217-0056-0

County

HENDERSON MILL
ROAD

6 MI S OF
COVINGTON

ALCOVY RIVER

1965

234

30

A. Open, no
restriction

47.60

151-0015-0

GDOT

SR 81

11 MI NE OF
MCDONOGH

SOUTH RIVER

1948

105

8

A. Open, no
restriction

47.70

0013751

217-0014-0

GDOT

SR 81

IN COVINGTON

DRIED INDIAN CREEK

1914

83

51

A. Open, no
restriction

48.00

231635-

217-0004-0

GDOT

US 278

2.5 MI E OF
COVINGTON

ALCOVY RIVER

1954

162

34

A. Open, no
restriction

49.50

217-5002-0

County

BETHANY ROAD

3 MI SW OF
PORTERDALE

SNAPPING SHOALS
CREEK

1959

99

30

P. Posted for
load

50.80

217-0041-0

GDOT

FRONTAGE ROAD

2 MI W OF
COVINGTON

YELLOW RIVER

1937

310

26

A. Open, no
restriction

52.30

217-5031-0

County

FLAT SHOALS
ROAD

3 MI S OF
COVINGTON

DRIED INDIAN CREEK

1959

90

30

P. Posted for
load

52.70

0013603

0015096

0013602

Sufficiency
Rating
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TPRO
Project ID

Bridge Serial
Number

Owner

Facility Carried

Location

Features Intersected

Year
Built

Length
(feet)

Width
(feet)

Status

0007049

217-0008-0

GDOT

SR 36

10 MI S OF
COVINGTON

YELLOW RIVER

1952

520

30

A. Open, no
restriction

52.80

217-5025-0

County

ELKS CLUB ROAD

3 MI SE OF
COVINGTON

WRIGHTS CREEK

1980

35

25

A. Open, no
restriction

53.00

217-0052-0

County

BROWN BRIDGE
ROAD

4.5 MI W OF
PORTERDALE

SNAPPING SHOALS
CREEK

1963

160

30

P. Posted for
load

54.10

217-5033-0

County

MCDONALD ROAD

8 MI S OF
COVINGTON

BEAR CREEK

1991

78

0

P. Posted for
load

55.20

217-0055-0

County

HENDERSON MILL
ROAD

1 MI N OF
BEAR CREEK
JASPER CO LINE

1965

160

30

P. Posted for
load

55.80

217-0023-0

GDOT

ALMON ROAD

.25 MI E
ROCKDALE CO
LINE

I-20

1964

212

30

A. Open, no
restriction

56.90

217-0048-0

County

CR 213

2 MI N OF
NEWBORN

SHOAL CREEK

1956

147

25

A. Open, no
restriction

59.80

217-0010-0

GDOT

OLD OXFORD
ROAD

1 MI W OF
COVINGTON

I-20

1964

212

30

A. Open, no
restriction

59.90

217-0003-0

GDOT

US 278

2.5 MI E OF
COVINGTON

ALCOVY RIVER
OVERFLOW

1954

320

34

A. Open, no
restriction

60.20

217-0012-0

GDOT

SR 81

IN PORTERDALE

YELLOW RIVER

1943

312

51

A. Open, no
restriction

60.80

217-5012-0

County

ALCOVY ROAD

3 MI NE OF
COVINGTON

CORNISH CREEK

1962

141

29

A. Open, no
restriction

61.10

217-0015-0

GDOT

SR 81

IN COVINGTON

I-20

1964

231

38

A. Open, no
restriction

61.40

242230-

217-0019-0

GDOT

SR 142

1 MI NE OF
COVINGTON

CSX RAILROAD

1964

135

34

A. Open, no
restriction

62.60

0007886

217-5010-0

County

EDWARDS ROAD

2.5 MI NW OF
OXFORD

GUM CREEK

1974

120

26

A. Open, no
restriction

67.10

217-5060-0

County

CR 132 SEWELL
ROAD

AT THE MORGAN LITTLE RIVER
CO LINE

2014

46

13

A. Open, no
restriction

67.60

217-0016-0

GDOT

SOCIAL CIRCLE RD 6.5 MI E OF
COVINGTON

1964

278

30

P. Posted for
load

68.20

0015097

231635-

M005427

I-20

Sufficiency
Rating
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TPRO
Project ID

Bridge Serial
Number

Owner

Facility Carried

Location

Features Intersected

Year
Built

Length
(feet)

Width
(feet)

Status

M000091

217-5043-0

County

COOK ROAD

2 MI NW OF
COVINGTON

GUM CREEK

1967

100

25

A. Open, no
restriction

70.20

217-0060-0

County

COVINGTON
BYPASS

1 MI S OF
COVINGTON

DRIED INDIAN CREEK

1988

184

43

A. Open, no
restriction

71.00

217-0011-0

GDOT

SR 81

5.5 MI SW OF
PORTERDALE

SNAPPING SHOALS
CREEK

1948

170

27

A. Open, no
restriction

71.10

217-5008-0

County

TABOR ROAD

3 MI W OF
OXFORD

YELLOW RIVER

1985

240

26

A. Open, no
restriction

73.00

217-0002-0

GDOT

US 278

IN COVINGTON

DRIED INDIAN CREEK

1954

37

0

A. Open, no
restriction

75.80

217-5014-0

County

DIAL MILL ROAD

4 MI NW OF
OXFORD

GUM CREEK

1980

170

33

P. Posted for
load

76.40

M004635

217-0026-0

GDOT

I-20

IN COVINGTON

I-20 RAMP TO SR 12

1964

189

142

A. Open, no
restriction

76.90

M004635

217-0028-0

GDOT

I-20

IN COVINGTON

CR 55 ATLANTA STCSX RR

1964

265

126

A. Open, no
restriction

77.50

210810-

217-0034-0

GDOT

I-20 WBL

.5 MI W OF JCT
SR 142

CSX RAILROAD

1964

176

69

A. Open, no
restriction

79.90

210810-

217-0033-0

GDOT

I-20 EBL

.5 MI W OF JCT
SR 142

CSX RAILROAD

1964

178

69

A. Open, no
restriction

79.90

S013603

Sufficiency
Rating

Source: GDOT Communications to AECOM March 3, 2017
Note: Shaded cells indicate a bridge with a sufficiency rating below 50.0.
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5.1.4

Roadway Policies and Strategies

This section recommends policies and strategies related to ongoing roadway needs in addition to the
previously recommended projects specific to particular corridors and intersections.
5.1.4.1

Access Management

Similar to the previous CTP, it is recommended that major corridors in Newton County with linear
commercial development or expecting development adopt access management strategies. These
strategies help preserve and maintain the transportation system by reducing the number of crash
interaction points possible along a corridor.
Access management is the systematic control of the location, spacing, design, and
operation of driveways, median openings, interchanges, and street connections to a
roadway…The purpose of access management is to provide vehicular access to land
development in a manner that preserves the safety and efficiency of the transportation
1
system.
Access Management policies have been incorporated into the Newton County Development Ordinance,
particularly for certain overlay districts. The Salem Road Overlay District, for example, includes access
management strategies such as:
•

Traffic signals at new roads or curb cuts subject to submittal of Signal Warrant Analysis and traffic
study,

•

Consolidation of curb cuts,

•

Joint driveways, and

•

Cross-access drives.

A formal permit process was being developed for driveways in Newton County during the development of
the previous CTP and is now in place. According to the Newton County Department of Development
Services, all driveways must meet the standards in Sections 605-101 and 605-110 of the Newton County
Development Regulations.
The Newton County 2028 Comprehensive Plan has not been updated since the previous CTP; therefore,
the recommendations made using it in the previous CTP are still valid. Table 5-2 provides an important
starting point for considering certain corridors for appropriate access management strategies.
Table 5-2. Access Management Development Matrix
Arterial Roadway

Development Designation(s) in Future Development Map

Almon Road

Village Center node at I-20 and Crowell Road
Village Center node at SR 212 and SR 20
Village Center node at SR 162

Brown Bridge Road
Quality Development Corridor, west of Crowell Road
Community Crossroads node at Crowell Road
Scenic Corridor, Starrsville to Newborn
County Road 213

Historic District, Starrsville
Community Crossroads node at SR 36
Quality Development Corridor, Brown Bridge Road to Alcovy Road

Covington Bypass Road
Community Crossroads node at Brown Bridge Road
Crowell Road
1

Quality Development Corridor, I-20 to Brown Bridge Road

Transportation Research Board, Access Management Manual (Washington, D.C.: National Academy of Sciences, 2003), Page 3.
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Arterial Roadway

Development Designation(s) in Future Development Map
Village Center node at I-20
Community Crossroads node at Brown Bridge Road

Dixie Street

Scenic Corridor, SR 213 to SR 142

Gum Creek Road

Scenic Corridor, Walton County line to SR 81
Scenic Corridor, SR 36 to Jasper County line

Henderson Mill Road
Village Center node at SR 36
Old SR 229

Development Node, US 278 to Adams Circle
Scenic Corridor, Walton County line to Alcovy Trestle Road and Adams Circle to
Jasper County line

SR 11

Development Node, Alcovy Trestle Road to Adams Circle
Community Crossroads node at SR 142

SR 138

Community Crossroads node at Mt. Zion Road
Scenic Corridor, Dixie Road to Newborn

SR 142

Community Crossroads node at SR 11
Historic District at Burge Plantation

SR 162

Community Crossroads node at SR 212
Quality Development Corridor, Rockdale County line to SR 20

SR 162/Salem Road

Village Center node at SR 20/Brown Bridge Road
Historic District, north of Brown Bridge Road

SR 20

Village Center node at SR 212 and Brown Bridge Road
Scenic Corridor, throughout the County
Village Center node at SR 20 and Brown Bridge Road

SR 212

Village Center node at SR 36
Community Crossroads node at SR 81
Community Crossroads node at SR 162
Scenic Corridor, Butts County line to County Road 213
Quality Development Corridor, County Road 213 to City of Covington

SR 36

Village Center node at SR 212
Village Center node at Henderson Mill Road
Community Crossroads node at County Road 213
Quality Development Corridor, within City of Covington

SR 81
Community Crossroads node at SR 142
U.S. 278 / SR 12

Development Nodes at Mount Pleasant/Brickstore and at Stanton Springs

Source: Newton County Roadway Classification, Newton County 2028 Comprehensive Plan

As identified in the Comprehensive Plan and endorsed by the CTP, access management priority facilities
include those identified as Quality Development Corridors, which are Brown Bridge Road, Covington
Bypass Road, Crowell Road, SR 162/Salem Road, SR 36 and SR 81. Access management is also a
recommended strategy for facilities with Development Nodes and Village Center Nodes. Finally,
congestion and safety concerns also recommend U.S. 278 in Covington for Access Management
strategies. As described in the Existing Conditions report, the U.S. 278 Community Improvement District
will be making specific transportation recommendations for the area in 2018.
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A multi-jurisdictional access management review committee may be established for facilities crossing
multiple jurisdictions, such as Covington Bypass Road and SR 81, so that the access management
policies and strategies are consistent across the jurisdictions. Although specific access management
strategies and tools can be identified for the various development designations, each corridor is unique. A
successful access management plan balances the need for vehicular throughput with community needs
for sustainable economic development as well as property owner rights.
5.1.4.2

Connectivity

Similar to during the previous CTP, the roadway connectivity assessment demonstrates that opportunities
abound to integrate strategic investments in infrastructure supporting multiple modes of transportation
with development and subdivision policies that enhance mobility and accessibility for all system users.
Needs for connectivity improvements are highest in the urbanizing areas expected to grow in population
and employment densities. Effective connectivity improvements will allow activities geographically sited in
close proximity to be more simply and swiftly accessible to each other.
Strategies to improve roadway connectivity include the following:
•

Adopt development policies that encourage connected streets and minimize cul-de-sacs.

•

Require collector-level streets concurrent with new development to provide alternative routes to the
arterial roadway system. Connected streets within residential areas allow traffic to more fully utilize
the entire system in lieu of directing all traffic to the arterial roadway network. Suggested spacing for
a collector-grid is every one-quarter to one-half mile, depending on the intensity of development.

•

Encourage development of street networks that have shorter block lengths (500 to 700 feet). Shorter
block lengths also support alternative mode use such as walking, bicycling and transit.

•

Adopt a “complete street” approach for all new streets and for streets under redesign. A complete
street is designed to consider the array of potential modes and how each mode would use the street,
with a balance struck between motorized and non-motorized modes.
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5.2

Freight

Newton County is included within one of the key regional freight activity clusters, known as the I-20 East
Cluster in the 2016 Freight Mobility Plan (Atlanta Regional Commission). These clusters are identified as
areas that generate and attract large volumes of freight, primarily trucks, relative to the rest of the region.
This freight volume stems from the significant share of the region’s manufacturing and
warehousing/distribution facilities located in these clusters along or near I-20. Due to its location within a
major freight cluster, Newton County can expect increased manufacturing output and employment in
freight to affect economic activity in the county, similar to region-wide trends. Furthermore, there are local
initiatives to further increase economic activity and freight access near I-20 along SR 142 north towards
Covington Municipal Airport, as well as along SR 11, north and south of the I-20 interchange.
Specific needs in both freight movement safety and efficiency are described in the Newton County CTP
Needs Assessment Report. This information and numerous public comments regarding freight and
industrial activity in Newton County led to the development of safety project recommendations to improve
two at-grade railroad crossings (Projects CTP-228 & CTP-229), factored into decisions for mobility
projects, as well as the following freight-specific recommendations.
5.2.1

Freight Route Recommendations

The following recommendations provide more efficient and safer freight movement in Newton County and
are complementary to previously indicated mobility and safety projects. These adjusted freight routes
avoid downtown areas which are focused on providing better mobility for pedestrian and bicycle
movement. These projects are shown in Figure 5-6.
CTP-452 SR 81/East Covington Bypass Freight Route
Project CTP-452 changes the freight route currently traveling along SR 81 through Porterdale and
Covington to access I-20. The project redirects the route from SR 81 to the Covington Bypass which
accesses I-20 at Exit 93. This avoids having a freight route through downtown Covington and Porterdale
along SR 81/Washington Street, where a complete streets treatment is currently desired.
CTP-453 SR 142 Freight Route
Project CTP-453 redirects the freight route currently along SR 81 through downtown Oxford, instead
utilizing SR 142 from SR 81 to I-20 Exit 93. This would also provide a continuous route connecting with
the new route created by project CTP-452 along the Covington Bypass. This project also utilizes the
additional capacity and operating improvements along SR 142 that would be provided by CTP-111.
CTP-454 Crowell Road Freight Route
Project CTP-454 redirects the freight route on SR 81 east of Crowell Road onto Crowell Road from SR 81
to I-20, connecting the freight network with projects CTP-452 and CTP-453. Similar to CTP-452, this
provides a freight connection from SR 81 to I-20, bypassing Porterdale and Covington to the west instead
of through their downtown areas. This project is also associated with mid-range ARC project NE-021 and
mid-range project CTP-103, which would widen the same segments of Crowell Road, allowing this
roadway to be even well-suited for freight traffic.
All three of these proposed freight route projects are proposed as mid-term priorities. While they do not
address immediate concerns, they will be important to the success of freight movement in the county, and
will advance opportunities to promote a desired more walkable downtown experience in Porterdale,
Covington, and Oxford.

49

5.3

Aviation

Newton County is served by one public-use airport, Covington Municipal Airport (CMA), located
approximately one mile north of I-20 between SR 142 and SR 81. CMA is owned by the City of Covington,
and has been operated under city management since terminating its contract with Dixie Jet Services in
2010. It is classified as a Level III airport under GDOT’s Georgia Aviation System Plan indicating its role
as a business airport of regional impact.
Today the airport experiences approximately 15,000 annual aircraft takeoffs and landings, approximately
one-third of the 42,000 annual takeoffs and landings previously reported in the 2008 Moving Newton
Comprehensive Transportation Plan. While CMA has seen a decrease in takeoffs and landings by
privately owned aircrafts and fewer small aircraft based at the airport, it has seen an increase in corporate
air traffic. According to the 2011 Georgia Statewide Airport Economic Impact Study by GDOT, a number of
businesses including Standridge Color Corporation, Ruby Tuesday and General Mills utilize the airport
regularly to conduct business. The airport also serves government, land surveying companies as well as
the television and film industry.
The recent completion of a new terminal in summer 2017 expands the airport by 7,200 feet and includes
new amenities for airport staff and travelers, as well as space for a future restaurant. The new terminal is
accessed off of SR 142, which provides better access to CMA via SR 142 to I-20, rather than west to SR
81 via Airport Road from the original terminal. Existing roadway connectivity to the airport appears
adequate to support the current facilities and use, and the addition of projects CTP-111 and CTP-453
would further provide future roadway and freight capacity for CMA and any future commercial/industrial
development along SR 142 between the airport and I-20. In addition to the city-owned CMA, there are
other privately owned airfields and landing areas within the county.
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Figure 5-6. Recommended Freight Routing Projects
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5.4

Transit

Transit recommendations were developed based on the results of the Existing Conditions Inventory and
Needs Assessment Report as well as input from the community through surveys and public meetings.
The previous CTP recommended consideration of transit in the county, and the Newton County 2028
Comprehensive Plan, Community Agenda Element identified a need for transit within the county. Since
that time, additional population growth and densification has occurred in some areas of the county,
including transit-dependent populations. Additionally, commuting trends show that more Newton County
residents are commuting outside the county for work. This indicates that the need for transit services has
only grown since the previous CTP was prepared.
Similar to the previous CTP, public transit recommendations include the following:
•

Implement Xpress (GRTA) bus service between Covington and Atlanta and expand the existing
GDOT Park and Ride lot or construct a new lot in the vicinity of I-20 and US 278/SR 12 (Exit 90).

•

Initiate participation in the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Section 5311 rural non-urbanized
transit program.

•

Conduct a transit feasibility study to provide cost and operational details for operating potential local
services and examine the transportation needs of various segments of Newton County residents.

The availability of viable transportation options could enhance personal independence in Newton County.
The senior community, low-income and minority populations, and choice riders could all benefit from
public transit. There is wide recognition of the need for various transportation solutions in the county and
there are a number of available potential transit programs that can assist in providing lower cost services.
Ultimately, through making use of available funds, implementing and supporting transit services in Newton
County will be an affirmative step toward the county’s goal to seek and support additional transportation
alternatives and funding opportunities.

5.5

Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities

Based on previous bicycle and pedestrian studies performed in the county and the analysis performed in
the Needs Assessment Report, a comprehensive set of bicycle and pedestrian recommendations have
been created.
5.5.1

Previous Planning

A thorough investigation of previously proposed bicycle and pedestrian projects in the county and
immediate surrounding areas was conducted. Reviewed plans included the following:
•

US 278 LCI

•

Central Newton County Plan for Bicycling and Walking

•

Newton Land Conservation Plan

•

Conyers to Covington Trails Master Plan

•

Future trails of the Newton County Trail-Path Foundation

Figure 5-7 shows all locations of all planned, proposed, or potential trail alignments shown in those
documents.

52

Figure 5-7. Newton County Bicycle and Pedestrian Network Proposed by Other Plans
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5.5.2

Suitability Analysis

As discussed in the Needs Assessment Report, existing roadways and previously proposed off-road
alignments were analyzed in a suitability analysis process, which broadly looked at four categories:
•

Demand: proximity to places that likely users live

•

Attractions: proximity to destinations where people want to travel

•

Character: general character of the facility and/or adjacent roadway

•

Future Needs: how areas are anticipated to change in the future

The results of this analysis are shown in Figure 3-7, with possible scores ranging from zero points to four
points. Corridors shown to have the highest suitability are shown in green, with lower scoring areas in
yellow and orange, and least suitable corridors shown in red.
The previous planning efforts often lie in high-scoring areas, like Covington and Oxford. However, the
analysis reveals that the western central part of the county has characteristics that make it a more
suitable area for bike and pedestrian investments.
5.5.3

Bicycle and Pedestrian Recommendations

The following recommendations for investment in bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure implement the
overall vision for active transportation in Newton County. A full vision can be used to guide investment
even beyond 2040, and this full vision is included in Appendix II. Certain projects from this vision have
been prioritized for completion by 2040, and are included in this section as well as Section 6.0.
To create recommendations for bicycle and pedestrian improvements, previously planned projects were
generally retained and new projects in high-scoring areas were added. In some situations, different
studies had suggested projects in the same area using slightly different alignments. Duplicative
recommendations from previous plans were combined in order to simplify the 2018 Newton County CTP
bicycle and pedestrian recommendations. One example of streamlined recommendations is the City of
Oxford, which has had many different plans recommending many different trails along existing roadways
and in right-of-way for roads that have not yet been built. The general intent in these plans is to create a
loop around Oxford, tying into the Dried Indian Creek trail on the east. To simplify the area, projects
creating a single loop are included in the CTP, rather than every variation proposed by previous plans.
CTP-440 Cricket Frog Trail Paving
Pave existing gravel Cricket Frog Trail west from SR 81/Washington Street/North Nelson Drive to SR
81/Emory Street. This project is prioritized for the short-term, and is shown in Figure 5-9.
CTP-441 Cricket Frog Trail Paving
Pave the Cricket Frog Trail from SR 81/Emory Street to existing paved trail at Elm Street. This project is
prioritized for completion in the short-term, and is shown in Figure 5-9.
CTP-442 Cricket Frog Trail Paving
Pave the Cricket Frog Trail from current end of the pavement at Floyd Street to SR 36/Covington
Bypass/Eagle Drive. This project is prioritized for mid-term completion, and is shown in Figure 5-9.
CTP-443 Cricket Frog Trail Paving
Pave the Cricket Frog Trail from SR 36/Covington Bypass/Eagle Drive to East Bear Creek. This project is
prioritized for mid-term completion, and is shown in Figure 5-8 as well as Figure 5-9.
CTP-444 Cricket Frog Trail Paving
Pave the Cricket Frog Trail from East Bear Creek to the Beaver Park/Ziegler Road area. This section was
recommended by economic development stakeholders as one single project, and is prioritized for longterm completion. The project is shown in Figure 5-8.
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CTP-445 Cricket Frog-Oxford Connector Trail
This project builds a trail along railroad corridor from U.S. 278 over Old Atlanta Hwy and crosses over I20; however, it could be adjusted to take advantage of the pedestrian crossing over I-20 at SR 81 once
that is constructed. This project is prioritized for completion in the short-term, and is shown in Figure 5-8
as well as Figure 5-9 as T-21.
CTP-446 Turkey Creek/Yellow River Trail Part I
Connecting Turner Lake Park to areas to the south, this trail will follow the Yellow River to Brown Bridge
Road. This project is prioritized for completion in the mid-term, and is shown in Figure 5-8 as well as
Figure 5-9.
CTP-447 Turkey Creek/Yellow River Trail Part II
This trail would continue CTP-446 to the south connecting the trail to Brown Bridge Road near Porterdale,
and is prioritized for completion in the mid-term. This project is shown in Figure 5-8.
CTP-448 International Horse Park Trail
Connecting with other trails outside of Newton County, this project builds a multi-use trail along Cood
Road from Oxford Road to International Horse Park in Rockdale County, and is prioritized for completion
in the long-term. This project is shown in Figure 5-8.
CTP-471 Sharrows on Flat Shoals Road
This project is prioritized for mid-term completion, and adds bicycle sharrows on Flat Shoals Road from
Washington Street to Hidden Pines Drive. This project is shown in Figure 5-8 as well as Figure 5-9.
CTP-472 Sharrows on Clark Street
Connecting two sets of bicycle lanes, this project adds bicycle sharrows on Clark Street from the bicycle
lanes west of SR 81 to bicycle lanes east of Elm Street. This project is prioritized for mid-term completion,
and is shown in Figure 5-9.
CTP-501 Short-term Sidewalk Program
This program, shown in Figure 5-8 and Figure 5-9, includes roadways suitable for walking which need
sidewalks installed. The listing is expected to be achievable in the short-term, and a description of each
sidewalk to be installed in included in Table 5-3. Appendix II lists these projects as: S-1, S-3, S-4, S-5, S6, S-7, S-8, S-9, S-10, S-11, S-12, S-13, S-14, S-17, S-18, S-19 and S-20.
CTP-502 Mid-term Sidewalk Program
This program, shown in Figure 5-8 and Figure 5-9, includes roadways also suitable for walking which
need sidewalks installed. These sidewalks are less urgently needed than those in CTP-501; a description
of each sidewalk to be installed in included in Table 5-3. Appendix II lists these projects as S-15 and S-16.
CTP-503 Long-term Sidewalk Program
This program, shown in Figure 5-8 and Figure 5-9, includes roadways which could use sidewalks to
complete the network in Oxford to SR 142, and are expected to be completed in the long-term.
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Table 5-3 provides a description and source of each recommended project, Figure 5-8 shows these
recommendations on a map of the entire county, and Figure 5-9 provides a closer view of the central
portion of the county.
Table 5-3. Bicycle and Pedestrian Project Sources
CTP No.

Description

Source

CTP-471

Sharrows on Flat Shoals Road from Washington Street Central Newton County Plan for
to Hidden Pines Drive
Bicycling and Walking

CTP-472

Sharrows on Clark Street connecting bike lanes west of Central Newton County Plan for
SR 81 to bike lanes east of Elm Street
Bicycling and Walking

CTP-501

Sidewalks on Adams Street from Floyd Street to US
278

US 278 LCI

CTP-503

Filling in sidewalk gaps on SR 81 in Oxford, to SR 142

Central Newton County Plan for
Bicycling and Walking

CTP-501

Soule Street Sidewalks from multi-use trail to Dried
Indian Creek Trail

Central Newton County Plan for
Bicycling and Walking

CTP-501

Fletcher Street Sidewalks from Wesley Street to SR 81 Central Newton County Plan for
Bicycling and Walking

CTP-501

Sidewalk along Clark Street connecting existing Oxford Central Newton County Plan for
trail to Dried Indian Creek
Bicycling and Walking

CTP-501

George Street sidewalks from Asbury Street to SR 81

CTP-501

Pierce Street sidewalks from Whatcoat Street to SR 81 Central Newton County Plan for
Bicycling and Walking

CTP-501

Hamill Street sidewalks from Haygood Avenue to SR
81

Central Newton County Plan for
Bicycling and Walking

CTP-501

Moore Street sidewalks from Longstreet Circle to SR
81

Central Newton County Plan for
Bicycling and Walking

CTP-501

Stone Street sidewalks from multi-use path to SR 81

Central Newton County Plan for
Bicycling and Walking

CTP-501

Queen Anne Street/Bonnell Street sidewalks from
Stone Street to SR 81

Central Newton County Plan for
Bicycling and Walking

CTP-501

Whatcoat Street sidewalks from Pierce Street to
George Street

Central Newton County Plan for
Bicycling and Walking

CTP-501

Asbury Street sidewalks from Pierce Street to Clark
Street

Central Newton County Plan for
Bicycling and Walking

CTP-501

Sidewalks on SR 81 from Geiger Street to Washington
Street

Central Newton County Plan for
Bicycling and Walking

CTP-502

Sidewalks on Flat Shoals Road from SR 81 to Hidden
Pines Drive

Central Newton County Plan for
Bicycling and Walking

CTP-502

Sidewalks on Dearing Street from Floyd Street/Martin
Street to Cricket Frog Trail/Bypass Road

Central Newton County Plan for
Bicycling and Walking

CTP-501

US 278/SR 12 sidewalks from Turner Lake Road to
Piper Street/Robinson Street

Central Newton County Plan for
Bicycling and Walking

CTP-501

Pace Street sidewalks from US 278 to Stallings Street

Central Newton County Plan for
Bicycling and Walking

CTP-501

Mill Street from US 278 to Conyers Street

Central Newton County Plan for
Bicycling and Walking

CTP-501

US 278/SR 12 sidewalks from Mill Street to Covington
Bypass

Central Newton County Plan for
Bicycling and Walking

Central Newton County Plan for
Bicycling and Walking
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CTP No.

Description

Source

CTP-440

Cricket Frog Trail western segment from Turner Lake
Road to SR 81

Conyers to Covington Trails
Master Plan; Central Newton
County Plan for Bicycling and
Walking; Cricket Frog Trail Plan

CTP-441

Cricket Frog Trail section in Covington from SR
81/Emory Street to existing trail near Elm Street

Newton County Trail-Path
Foundation; Central Newton
County Plan for Bicycling and
Walking

CTP-442

Pave Cricket Frog Trail from end of the pavement at
Floyd Street to SR 36/Covington Bypass/Eagle Drive

Newton County Trail-Path
Foundation; Central Newton
County Plan for Bicycling and
Walking

CTP-443

Pave Cricket Frog Trail from SR 36/Covington
Bypass/Eagle Drive to East Bear Creek.

Conyers to Covington Trails
Master Plan; Central Newton
County Plan for Bicycling and
Walking; Cricket Frog Trail Plan

CTP-444

Pave Cricket Frog Trail from East Bear Creek to Ziegler Newton Land Conservation Plan
Road as multi-use trail along SR 212 from SR 11 in
Mansfield to SR 142 north of Newborn

CTP-445

Cricket Frog-Oxford Connector trail crossing I-20

Conyers to Covington Trails
Master Plan; Central Newton
County Plan for Bicycling and
Walking

CTP-446

Creekbed trail from Turner Lake Park to Brown Bridge
Road at Yellow River

Newton County Trail-Path
Foundation

CTP-456

Yellow River Trail from SR 81 to Brown Bridge Road
near Porterdale

Newton County Trail-Path
Foundation

CTP-457

Multi-use trail along Cood Road from Oxford Road to
International Horse Park in Rockdale County

Conyers to Covington Trails
Master Plan

5.5.4

Bicycle and Pedestrian Policy Considerations

Within Newton County, especially in town centers, several existing areas of consistent sidewalk coverage
exist. Filling gaps and expanding on these existing networks is often a very cost-effective way to gradually
increase bicycle and pedestrian use in an area. Newton County would benefit from adopting a policy that
incentivizes extending these existing networks to expand options for walking and biking in areas where
those already exist.
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Figure 5-8. Newton County Bicycle and Pedestrian Infrastructure Projects
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T-49

Figure 5-9. Detail of Newton County Bicycle and Pedestrian Infrastructure Projects
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5.6

Transportation Demand Management

As part of the greater Atlanta region, Newton County has the opportunity to participate in various
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) programs offered through the Atlanta Regional Commission
in order to manage transportation demand in the county. According to ARC “TDM is defined as ‘…helping
people change their travel behavior to meet their travel needs by using different modes, traveling at
different times, making fewer or shorter trips, or taking different routes.’” 2
TDM programs are focused on reducing both traffic congestion and air pollution by promoting alternative
commutes to single-occupancy vehicles including vanpools, carpools, walking, bicycling, transit and
teleworking. TDM programs have been in use for about 20 years and have assumed a significant role in
federal and local transportation policies. In addition to the opportunity to participate in existing regional
programs, the Newton County 2028 Comprehensive Plan supports initiating a county-wide TDM program
as a long-range implementation strategy.
ARC’s Transportation Access & Mobility Division in the Center for Livable Communities completed the
Atlanta Regional Transportation Demand Management Plan in 2013. This plan is intended to better
integrate travel planning with transportation planning, operations economic development and healthy
communities; maximize the value and efficiency of existing infrastructure and achieve cost savings
through coordination of existing efforts; support and connect transit, walking and biking, and activity
center redevelopment investments; and establish a framework for funding decisions. TDM programs have
existed in the Atlanta region for over thirty years, and changed over that period. In 2013, GDOT led a
rebranding of statewide TDM programs as Georgia Commute Options to develop a common identity for
TDM in Georgia that the general public can more easily understand.

Figure 5-10. Shire (formerly Baxter) Vanpool
Since 58 percent of Newton County’s residents travel to other counties in the region for work, greater
participation in TDM programs could benefit the county. In addition, as large employers continue to
choose Newton County for new sites some of their employees may choose to live elsewhere and
commute into Newton County for work. For example, in 2015 full vanpools of employees were commuting
together through Georgia Commute Options to work at the Shire/Baxter facility in Stanton Springs. 3
A successful TDM program is one that delivers quantifiable results that demonstrate mode shift away from
drive-alone travel as well as qualitative results that show widespread participation by employers in tripreduction programs, whether carpooling, vanpooling, transit, bicycling, walking or teleworking. Perhaps
the single most important element of a TDM program is developing and sustaining an effective approach
to reach employers. With the support of the employer, commuters are much more likely to modify their
commute behavior. Comprehensive worksite TDM programs can offer commuters a range of desirable
commute alternatives, reward positive behavioral change through incentives, and provide opportunities
for public recognition for employer efforts. All of these services are currently available through Georgia
Commute Options for Atlanta-region employers with sites or employees living in Newton County.
2

ARC Transportation Demand Management Plan. 2013. Quoting the Center for Urban Transportation Research, University of South
Florida: www.cutr.usf.edu/programs-1/transportation-demand-management-2/
3
“Be the vanpool, love the vanpool: Baxter employees share the ride”. Georgia Commute Options.
http://gacommuteoptions.com/Be-the-Solution/Commute-Connections/Be-the-Vanpool-Love-the-Vanpool-Baxter-Employees-Sharethe-Ride
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Newton County should continue to support and expand TDM programs as a part of its transportation
services to the citizens of the county. These programs could particularly increase the economic
competitiveness of the county in attracting advanced technology firms, since the skilled workforce
required for these firms will demand a variety of transportation and housing choices.

5.7

Land Use and Transportation Coordination

Transportation and land use are interdependent public systems. Greater roadway capacity allows for
more movement into an area, and particular land use policies can affect travel demand. Public comment
throughout the CTP process indicates that coordinated planning between transportation, land use, zoning,
and economic development is the best response to impending growth. Comments also indicated that that
better roadway connectivity, roadway maintenance, and multimodal options are particularly needed in the
denser portions of Newton County, as well as areas intended for future growth.
The Newton County Board of Commissioners adopted the Newton County 2028 Comprehensive Plan
along with a Future Land Use Plan and Future Development Map in February 2008. This plan has
remained unchanged since the previous CTP; therefore, land use policies drawn from this document
remain similar to the previous CTP in this update. Consideration and coordination with comprehensive
land use plans developed for the municipalities of Covington, Porterdale, Newborn and Mansfield have
been added.
Specific policy recommendations, which have direct implications for land use and development, have
been identified by mode and presented previously for roadway, bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure. The
following provides a synopsis of land use and transportation policy recommendations and development
strategies identified in various county and municipal land use plans.
5.7.1

Transportation Elements from Newton County Land Use Planning

Through the comprehensive land use planning process, Newton County created a Future Land Use Plan
and Development Map that focuses development in activity centers, which are based on a traditional
village concept. The Newton County 2028 Comprehensive Plan’s Future Land Use Plan and Future
Development Map are included in Appendix III for reference. The recommended roadway capacity
projects are shown overlaid on Future Land Use Activity Centers and Corridors in Figure 5-11. The activity
centers or “villages” are centered on civic uses and public commons, mixed with private commercial
development and surrounded by compact residential development. Activity centers are categorized in four
different ways depending on whether the center is already established or is desired as: Concept,
Community Crossroads, Village Center or Development Node.
From a transportation perspective, the activity center concept is based on walkable, pedestrian scale
development, connected with a street grid network. The activity center concept is anticipated to generate
fewer vehicular trips because the compact development and network of connected, walkable streets,
sidewalks, and trails provide attractive transportation alternatives to driving. The focus on development
within the activity centers directs development away from new greenfield development in rural areas,
which the county wishes to preserve. The activity center concept is also anticipated to result in more
efficient infrastructure to serve the development.
The Newton County 2028 Comprehensive Plan identifies strategies or policies for each of 24 character
areas as well as for Scenic and Quality Growth Corridors. General transportation policies included in the
plan are listed in Appendix IV.
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Figure 5-11. Recommended CTP Roadway Capacity Projects and Transportation Elements
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5.7.2

Transportation Elements from City of Covington Land Use Planning

The City of Covington adopted its 2028 Comprehensive Plan in October 2007. The future Development
Map for Covington identifies ten character areas and 14 development themes for policy direction. General
transportation policies are summarized in Appendix IV. Copies of the Future Development Map and Land
Use Plan are included in Appendix IV.
5.7.3

Transportation Elements from City of Oxford Land Use Planning

Adopted in December 2007, the Comprehensive Plan 2008-2028 for the City of Oxford was developed by
the Northeast Georgia Regional Commission’s Planning & Government Services Division (formerly known
as the Northeast Georgia Regional Development Center Planning Department). Similar character areas
were utilized in this plan to that of Newborn, with similar transportation focuses of alternative modes and
traffic calming along SR 81. The main difference in relation to transportation is the inclusion of a Town
Center area where “context-sensitive design principles in streetscaping, building situation, traffic
management, etc.” are to be implemented (Oxford Comprehensive Plan Agenda, p. 9). Other
transportation issues for Oxford include a need for lighting upgrades and studying the possibility of
Section 5311 Rural Transit service. Transportation implementation strategies for Character Areas in
Oxford are included in Appendix IV.
5.7.4

Transportation Elements from City of Porterdale Land Use Planning

Originally adopted in June 2011, the City of Porterdale Comprehensive Plan was subsequently updated in
February 2016. Similar to the previous plan, needs and opportunities are identified; vision, goals and
policies are developed; land-uses are defined; transportation elements outlined; and a community work
program specified. Transportation needs included a lack of public transportation system and need for safe
and comfortable transportation options for bicyclists and pedestrians. The county trail system and the
Yellow River were listed as opportunities for recreational tourism related to bicycling and pedestrians.
5.7.5

Transportation Elements from City of Newborn Land Use Planning

Adopted in October 2009, the Comprehensive Plan 2009-2029 for the Town of Newborn was also
developed by the Northeast Georgia Regional Commission’s Planning & Government Services Division
(formerly known as the Northeast Georgia Regional Development Center Planning Department). This
plan defines two different objectives and implementation measures for transportation in the town.
First, the plan developed transportation objectives for Historic Newborn, Town Neighborhood, and Major
Corridor land use character areas focused on providing transportation alternatives to the automobile.
Examples of this included mass transit, bicycle and pedestrian modes. Implementation actions to achieve
this objective included:
•

Transportation Enhancements Program to seek funding for projects such as sidewalks, bike lanes,
multi-use trails and streetscape improvements

•

Creation of a network of trails and greenways

•

Traffic calming improvements to decrease traffic speeds and volumes, especially in residential areas

Second, the plan developed transportation actions for Estate/rural residential and Rural land use
character areas which simply focused on “design[ing] streets to maximize efficiency (minimize pavement
width) and safety, and to accommodate all users.” (Newborn Comprehensive Plan Agenda 2009, p. 11)
Other transportation issues for Newborn include: streetscaping/gateway development, studying the
possibility of Section 5311 Rural Transit service.
5.7.6

Transportation Elements from City of Mansfield Land Use Planning

Adopted in February 2016, the City of Mansfield Comprehensive Plan Update was developed by the
Northeast Georgia Regional Commission’s Planning & Government Services Division for the City of
Mansfield. Needs and Opportunities were identified in the areas of population, economic development,
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housing, natural and cultural resources, community facilities and services, intergovernmental coordination
and transportation. Items within this plan of relevance to the CTP include:
•

Need for increased walkability

•

Need for increased coordination with GDOT regarding SR 11/Main Street

•

Need for improved traffic control devices

•

Opportunity for comprehensive multi-use trail system

•

Opportunity for connective infrastructure for bicycling to the Charlie Elliott Wildlife Center

•

Opportunity to explore future SPLOST to fund transportation improvements

Newton County and its municipalities support a diversity of transportation options with their land use
policies. Land use plans communicate areas of focus for certain modes such as walking and bicycling,
which provides guidance for transportation professionals designing roadways throughout the county.
Since transportation and land use is inherently linked, projects in harmony with the community’s land use
visions have been recommended by the CTP.
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6.

Implementation Program

This section was developed to identify resources and actions necessary to implement the
recommendations of the CTP. The Implementation Program includes estimated project costs, funding
sources, agency responsibilities, and recommended time periods. The following provides an overview of
the funding, costs and schedule of projects.

6.1

Project Cost and Funding Considerations

Public funding for transportation typically comes from a mix of local, state and federal funding. The
amount of local funds available can impact how much state and federal aid is available, in that local funds
can be used to leverage state and federal funds.
6.1.1

Local Funds

Newton County currently has multiple sources of transportation funding, including county and municipality
general funds and development impact fees; however, the primary source for funding transportation
projects is a Special Purpose Local Option Sales Tax (SPLOST).
The 2017 SPLOST was approved by Newton County voters on March 21, 2017 to fund transportation,
parks and recreation, library, jail, and greenspace projects. The 2017 SPLOST is anticipated to raise an
estimated $64,800,000 over six years, including $18,330,793 for transportation projects for the county,
and an approximately $5.3 million for municipal transportation projects (includes Covington, Oxford,
Porterdale, Newborn, Mansfield).
An impact fee program was adopted by the Newton County Board of Commissioners on February 1, 2005
to fund capital improvements in the county. The impact fee was created to provide infrastructure needed
by the growing population such as library facilities, sheriff’s facilities, park and recreation amenities, and
road improvements. However, is not anticipated that any impact fees will be available to fund
transportation projects for the foreseeable future; therefore, no impact fees were assumed for this CTP.
6.1.2

State and Federal Funds

Federal and state matching funds are identified for existing projects in the Regional Transportation Plan
and Statewide Improvement Transportation Plan.
Additionally, Newton County receives annual state funding for GDOT’s Local Maintenance and
Improvement Grant (LMIG), which funds maintenance projects such as roadway resurfacing and bridge
repairs. Annual LMIG funds received for Newton County vary from year to year; however, the county
received $1.3 million in 2017 (including a 30 percent local match), and future years are anticipated to rise
annually by incremental amounts.

6.2

Project Costs

Project costs for newly identified CTP projects were developed using a general per mile cost from the
ARC cost estimating tool. The costs do not include utility feeds, but do contain estimated design and
engineering costs. Right-of-way costs were assumed $1.4 million per mile for applicable projects 4. For
safety projects and intersection improvements, capital and design costs were not identified for the plan –
for these projects, traffic engineering studies are recommended in order to detail the cause and potential
solutions for safety and/or operational improvements on the associated roadway segments or
intersections. The estimated costs of these studies are included in the project implementation schedule.

4

Inflated from $1.2 million per mile used in the previous CTP
65

6.3

Project Implementation Schedule

The Implementation Program is grouped for short, medium, and long range priority. Each priority table
provides the project ID, name, description, modification/improvement, project type, jurisdiction/sponsor,
and estimated cost.
Table 6-1 lists the short-term projects, Table 6-2 lists the medium-term projects, and Table 6-3 lists the
long-term projects. The total CTP program includes projects that represent approximately $491 million in
total costs through 2040, with approximately $30 million coming from local funding sources.
•

Short Term Projects (through 2023): $108 million total costs; $15 million local costs

•

Medium Term Projects (2024 through 2030): $206 million total costs; $11 million local costs

•

Long-Range Projects (2031 through 2040): $177 million total cost; $4 million local costs
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Table 6-1. Short-Term Projects
Project
ID

Description/Location

Estimated
Cost

Potential
Funding
Source

Est. Local
Share

Project Type

Length

NE-004 & Salem Road Widening: Flat Shoals Road in Rockdale County to Brown
RO-206
Bridge Road in Newton County, 2 to 4 lanes

Capacity/Widening

3.7 mi

Transportation
$57,073,632 Funding Act of
2015

$0

NE-99B**

Flat Shoals Road at Covington Bypass

Operational/
Intersection
Improvements

0.8 mi

Transportation
$3,723,000 Funding Act of
2015

$744,600

NE-100**

SR 81 (Emory St.) Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge

Bicycle/Pedestrian

1.0 mi

Surface
$751,029 Transportation
Block Grant

$230,206

$0

$0

NE-103

I-20 Frontage Road at Yellow River

Bridge Upgrade

0.4 mi

Surface
Transportation
$4,155,865
Block Grant
(STBG)

NE-104

SR 81 at Dried Indian Creek

Bridge Replacement

0.4 mi

$2,735,719 STBG

NE-105

Crowell Road/Almon Road at I-20

Operational/
Intersection
Improvements

1.2 mi

$6,200,000

STBG, Local
Funds

$1,240,000

NE-106

Brown Bridge Road at Yellow River Bridge Replacement.

Bridge Replacement

0.4 mi

$6,600,000

STBG, Local
Funds

$1,320,000

NE-107**

Brown Bridge Road at Snapping Shoals Bridge Replacement

Bridge Replacement

0.5 mi

$4,765,000 Local Funds

$953,000

NE-108

SR 81 at Yellow River Bridge Replacement

Bridge Replacement

0.4 mi

$4,300,000 STBG

$0

0009928

Roundabout: SR 11 at SR 142

Intersection/
Roundabout

N/A

Roadway
$1,320,067 Safety Funds
(HSIP)

$0

0013198

Operational/
Signal Upgrades in Newton and Morgan Counties. 3 Locations in Newton:
Intersection
SR 81 at Soule St., SR 36 at Covington Bypass, SR 11 at I-20 Eastbound.
Improvements

N/A

$1,882,715 STP/NHPP

$0

0013259

Pedestrian Crossings: Greene, Morgan, Newton, and Taliaferro Counties.
8 Newton County locations

Bicycle/Pedestrian

$825,000 HSIP

$0
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Estimated
Cost

Project
ID

Description/Location

Project Type

Length

Potential
Funding
Source

Est. Local
Share

0013603

SR 212 at Lack Jackson, 13.9 mi. south of Covington

Bridge
Replacement/Upgrade

0.2 mi

$6,755,925 STP

$0

0013859

Roundabout: SR 11 at U.S. 278 / SR 12

Intersection/
Roundabout

N/A

$1,500,000 HSIP

$0

M005427

I-20 at CR 114 / Social Circle Road – Bridge Rehab

Bridge
Replacement/Upgrade

0.4

M005568

Bridge Rehabilitation Program (multiple locations): includes Almon Road
over I-20

Bridge
Replacement/Upgrade

212 ft.

CTP-101

SR 81 at Covington Bypass

Operational/
Intersection Study

N/A

CTP-108

Brown Bridge Road Widening: SR 162 / Salem Road to Crowell Road

Capacity/Widening

3.3 mi

CTP-216

U.S. 278: Turner Lake Road to SR 36

Safety Study

2.5 mi

$100,000* Local

$100,000

CTP-217

Turner Lake Road: U.S. 278 to SR 81 (not including roundabout)

Safety Study

1.1 mi

$50,000* Local

$50,000

CTP-226

New Alcovy Road crossing (CSX rail)

Rail Crossing
Improvements

N/A

$25,000* Local

$25,000

CTP-227

Emory Street crossing (CSX rail)

Rail Crossing
Improvements

N/A

$50,000* Local

$50,000

CTP-228

Kirkland Road at Brown Bridge Road

Operational/
Intersection Study

N/A

$25,000* Local

$25,000

CTP-231

SR 212 at SR 36: Improvements to Existing Roundabout

Safety/Operational
N/A
Study & Improvements

$735,000 State/Federal

CTP-302

Dial Mill Road at Little Haynes Creek

Bridge
Replacement/Upgrade

100 ft.

$476,000 Local

$95,200

CTP303**

County Road 213 at West Bear Creek

Bridge
Replacement/Upgrade

81 ft.

$445,000 Local

$89,000

CTP-440

Cricket Frog Trail West: SR 81/Washington St./N. Nelson Dr. to SR 81/
Emory St.

Multi-Use Trail

2.13 mi

$298,420 NHPP

$0

$8,437,064 NHPP

$0

$50,000* Local
$32,202,000 Local/Federal

$1,800,000 Local/Federal

$50,000
$6,440,400

$0

$360,000
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Project
ID

Estimated
Cost

Potential
Funding
Source

Est. Local
Share

Description/Location

Project Type

Length

CTP-441

Pave Cricket Frog Trail – from SR 81/Emory Street to existing paved trail
at Elm Street

Multi-Use Trail

0.37 mi

$300,000 Local/Federal

$60,000

CTP-445

Cricket Frog-Oxford Connector trail crossing I-20

Multi-Use Trail

1.0 mi

$855,716 Local/Federal

$171,143

CTP-501

Short-term sidewalk projects

Sidewalk

0.79 mi

Total Short-Term Projects

$2,765,728 Local
$107,556,101

$2,765,728
$14,769,277

*Costs include only a traffic engineering study. Total project costs to be determined. ** Underway or to be completed in current fiscal year
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Table 6-2. Mid-Range Projects
Estimated Cost Potential
Funding
Source

Est. Local
Share

Project ID Description/Location

Project Type

Length

NE-021

Crowell Road Widening: Brown Bridge Road to I-20 East

Widening/Capacity

2.3 mi

M005142

Resurfacing: SR 12 from SR 142 to Morgan County line

Resurfacing/
Maintenance

9.3 mi

CTP-102

Crowell Road Widening: Brown Bridge Road to SR 81

Widening/Capacity

1.4 mi

$13,662,000

Local/State/
Federal

CTP-105

U.S. 278 Widening: SR 142 to I-20 (Exit 101)

Widening/Capacity

6.1 mi

$59,525,000

State/
Federal

$0

CTP-107

SR 11: Social Circle to I-20

Widening/Capacity

2.7 mi

$26,347,000

State/
Federal

$0

CTP-110

SR 142 Widening: Alcovy Road to SR 81

Widening/Capacity

3.5 mi

$34,154,000

State/
Federal

$0

CTP-111

SR 81: Salem Road (SR 162) to Covington Bypass

Widening/Capacity

1.3 mi

$12,686,000

State/
Federal

$0

CTP-215

SR 142: U.S. 278 to I-20 interchange

Safety Study

1.1 mi

$50,000* Local

$50,000

CTP-218

SR 20: SR 212 to Rockdale County Line

Safety Study

0.9 mi

$50,000* Local

$50,000

CTP-219

Industrial Boulevard at I-20 Frontage Road

Safety/Operational
Study

N/A

$25,000* Local

$25,000

CTP-220

Dearing Street: Pinewood Drive to Covington Bypass

Safety Study

1.1 mi

$50,000* Local

$50,000

CTP-221

Church Street: Washington Street to Pennington Street

Safety Study

0.4 mi

$50,000* Local

$50,000

CTP-223

Kirkland Road: Womack Road to Kirkland Court

Safety Study

0.9 mi

$50,000* Local

$50,000

CTP-229

Kirkland Road at Jack Neely Road

Operational/
Intersection Study

N/A

$20,000* Local

$20,000

Local /
$37,048,641 General
Federal Aid
$979,848 STP

$3,480,826

$0
$2,732,400
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Estimated Cost Potential
Funding
Source

Est. Local
Share

Project ID Description/Location

Project Type

Length

CTP-230

Piper Road at SR 36

Operational/
Intersection Study

N/A

$20,000* Local

$20,000

CTP-301

Benton Road at West Bear Creek

Bridge
Replacement/Upgrade

38 ft.

$85,000 Local

$25,500

CTP-304

County Road 213 at Alcovy River

Bridge
Replacement/Upgrade

349 ft.

$1,917,000 Local/Federal

$383,400

CTP-305

Henderson Mill Road at Alcovy River Bridge

Bridge
Replacement/Upgrade

234 ft.

$1,285,000 Local/Federal

$257,000

CTP-442

Cricket Frog Trail: Current end of Pavement at Floyd Street to Covington
Bypass/Eagle Drive

Multi-Use Trail

1.66 mi

$1,400,000 Local/Federal

$280,000

CTP-443

Cricket Frog Trail: Covington Bypass/Eagle Drive to East Bear Creek

Multi-Use Trail

7.19 mi

$6,000,000 Local/Federal

$1,200,000

CTP-446

Creekbed trail from Turner Lake Park to Brown Bridge Road at Yellow
River

Multi-Use Trail

1.4 mi

$1,175,141 Local/Federal

$235,028

CTP-447

Yellow River Trail from SR 81 to Brown Bridge Road near Porterdale

Multi-Use Trail

2.4 mi

$1,997,815 Local/Federal

$399,563

CTP-449

Washington Street/ SR 81 Complete Streets Project: Yellow River
(Porterdale) to Church Street (Covington)

Complete Streets

3.2 mi

$15,514,000 State/Federal

$0

CTP-450

Expand and improve existing GDOT Rideshare lot at I-20 Exit 90 for
additional rideshare or regional commuter transit

Public Transportation

N/A

$4,703,000 State/Federal

$0

CTP-471

Sharrows on Flat Shoals Road from Washington Street to Hidden Pines
Drive

Bicycle Infrastructure

2.0 mi

$130,879 Local

$130,879

CTP-472

Sharrows on Clark Street connecting bike lanes west of SR 81 to bike
lanes east of Elm Street

Bicycle Infrastructure

1.4 mi

$92,802 Local

$92,802

CTP-502

Mid-term sidewalk projects

Sidewalks

3.9 mi

$1,244,609 Local

$1,244,609

CTP-601

Redirect freight route from SR 81 to I-20 East via Covington Bypass

Freight Movement
Study

5.5 mi

$50,000* Local

$50,000

CTP-602

Redirect freight route from SR 81 south to I-20 via SR 142

Freight Movement
Study

5.2 mi

$50,000* Local

$50,000
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Project ID Description/Location

CTP-603

Crowell Road: SR 81 to I-20. Establish new freight route to avoid
Porterdale and Covington downtowns

Project Type

Length

Freight Movement
Study

3.7 mi

Total Mid-Term Projects

Estimated Cost Potential
Funding
Source
$50,000* Local
$206,200,735

Est. Local
Share

$50,000
$10,927,007

*Costs include only a traffic engineering study. Total project costs to be determined. ** Underway or to be completed in current fiscal year
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Table 6-3. Long-Range Projects
Potential
Est. Local Share
Funding Source

Description/Location

Project Type

Length
(mi.)

NE-003

SR 36 (East Covington Bypass) Widening: Jackson
Road to U.S. 278, 2 to 4 lanes

Capacity/Widening

2.5 mi.

$31,466,752

General Federal
Aid

$0

NE033A

Salem Road (162) Widening: Brown Bridge to SR 81,
Capacity/Widening
2 to 4 lanes

3.0 mi

$18,200,000

General Federal
Aid

$0

NE033C

Lovers Lane Extension: New four-lane alignment –
SR 162 Connector to Flat Shoals Road

Capacity/New Road

2.2 mi

$15,970,000

Local/General
Federal Aid

$3,194,000

CTP-103

SR 20 Widening: Rockdale County line to Highway
212 and Brown Bridge Road

Widening/Capacity

0.9 mi

$7,649,000 State/ Federal

$0

CTP-104 SR 81 Widening: Henry County line to Highway 212

Capacity/Widening

0.2 mi

$1,952,000 State/ Federal

$0

CTP-106 SR 20: SR 212 to Kellytown Road (Henry County)

Capacity/Widening

3.2 mi

$31,227,000 State/ Federal

$0

Capacity/Widening

4.6 mi

$44,888,000 State/ Federal

$0

CTP-112 SR 81: Bethany Road to Salem Road

Safety Study

2.3 mi

$22,444,000 State/ Federal

$0

CTP-222 Chestnut Road: SR 81 to SR 162

Safety Study

1.6 mi

$75,000 Local

$75,000

Safety Study

0.4 mi

$50,000 Local

$50,000

CTP-225 Shoal Creek Highway: Highway 229 to Sewell Road

Safety Study

1.1 mi

$75,000 Local

$75,000

CTP-232 SR 36 at Henderson Mill Road

Operational/Intersection Study

N/A

$25,000 Local

$25,000

Multi-Use Trail

1.3 mi

Project
ID

CTP-109

CTP-224

CTP-448

SR 138: Dial Mill Road (Rockdale County) to SR 81
(Walton County)

Clark Street: East of Turner Lake Roundabout to
Carroll Street

Multi-use trail along Cood Road from Oxford Road to
International Horse Park in Rockdale County
Total Long-Range Projects

Estimated Cost

$3,272,078 Local/Federal
$177,923,830

$654,416
$4,073,416
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6.4

Other Program Costs

In addition to specific project costs, operating and program costs complete the overall cost of providing
transportation infrastructure. Costs for potential public transportation services, which could include
regional bus service, or local fixed route, flex route, or on-call services, are not included in the CTP, as a
particular type of service for the county has yet to be identified. The recommendation for the short-term
period is to conduct a Transit Feasibility Study that will identify the most appropriate types of services to
serve the county, the associated operating and capital costs, and the most appropriate funding
mechanisms.
General maintenance and repair of roadways and other transportation infrastructure is paid through an
annual Public Works budget for Newton County, which is currently approximately $2.4 million.

6.5

Ongoing Plan Activities

The CTP provides a platform ongoing transportation planning in Newton County; however, the planning
process is only the beginning of the project development process. The following provides a brief overview
of future activities related to intergovernmental planning, coordination, and program monitoring.
6.5.1

Local and Regional Planning Coordination

The urbanized portion of Newton County is included in the ARC’s Metropolitan Planning Organization
(MPO) 18-county planning area. As such, Newton County is represented on the Transportation Air Quality
Committee (TAQC) and the Transportation Coordination Committee (TCC). Newton County does not sit
on the policy board for ARC and remains in the NEGRDC for regional planning.
As part of the Atlanta Region MPO, Newton County will be involved in ongoing coordination with regional
planning processes. The responsibility of the MPO is to conduct metropolitan planning and develop a long
range transportation plan (LRTP) and short range transportation program (TIP), governed by federal
legislation and regulation. The legislative origin of metropolitan transportation planning was the FederalAid Highway Act of 1962, which required federally funded highway projects to be the result of a
“continuing, comprehensive, and cooperative planning process.” The federal legislation and regulations
have evolved over time. The most recent transportation bill, the Fixing America’s Surface Transportation
Act (FAST Act) continues to direct metropolitan transportation planning process through federal
regulations promulgated by the Federal Highway Administration in Title 23 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR), Part 450.300, Subpart C, “Metropolitan Transportation Planning and Programming.”
ARC recently updated the LRTP, The Atlanta Region’s Plan. Since the Atlanta MPO area is in air quality
nonattainment for ozone and particulate matter, the LRTP is subject to an air quality conformity
determination in accordance with the Clean Air Act and Environmental Protection Agency regulations
under 40 CFR, part 51. An additional metropolitan transportation planning requirement is establishment of
a Congestion Management Process (CMP). The intent of a CMP is to identify congested facilities and
ways to manage congestion and improve system performance. ARC is responsible for monitoring and
identifying congested locations within metropolitan Atlanta. Additional regional transportation studies that
consider regional transportation needs include the Atlanta Regional Freight Mobility Plan, Atlanta Region
Bicycle Transportation & Pedestrian Walkways Plan, Coordinated Human Services Plan, and Atlanta
Regional ITS Architecture. Each of these plans has some level of application for Newton County.

74

Table 6-4. 2018 Newton County CTP Five-Year Action Plan
Project/Action

ID

Total Cost

Local Cost

Salem Road Widening: Flat Shoals Road in Rockdale County to NE-004 /
Brown Bridge Road in Newton County, 2 to 4 lanes
RO-206

$57,073,632

--

Construction of I-20 Frontage Road bridge upgrade at Yellow
River

NE-103

$4,155,865

--

Construction of SR 81 bridge replacement at Dried Indian Creek NE-104

$2,735,719

--

Construction of Crowell/Almon Road improvements at Access
Road

NE-105

$6,200,000

$5,133,600

Construction of Brown Bridge Road widening and replacement
of Yellow River bridge: Ram Drive to Spillers Lane

NE-106

$6,600,000

$5,940,000

Construction of SR 81 bridge upgrade over Yellow River in
Porterdale

NE-108

$4,300,000

--

Preliminary Engineering for Brown Bridge Road widening: SR
162 to Crowell Road

CTP-108

$2,090,000

$418,000

Right of Way Acquisition for Brown Bridge Road widening: SR
162 to Crowell Road

CTP-108

$4,620,000

$924,000

Construction of Brown Bridge Road widening: SR 162 to
Crowell Road

CTP-108

$25,493,000

$5,098,600

Conduct a traffic engineering study for SR 81 at Covington
Bypass intersection improvements

CTP-101

$50,000

$50,000

Conduct a traffic engineering study for Kirkland Road at Brown
Bridge Road intersection improvements

CTP-228

$25,000

$25,000

Conduct a traffic engineering study for US 278, from Turner
Lake Road to SR 36 to determine safety improvements.

CTP-216

$100,000

$100,000

Conduct a traffic engineering study for Turner Lake Road, from
U.S. 278 to SR 81 to determine safety improvements.

CTP-217

$50,000

$50,000

Conduct a rail crossing improvement study: New Alcovy Road at CTP-226
CSX

$25,000

$25,000

Conduct a rail crossing improvement study: Emory Street at
CSX

$25,000

$50,000

CTP-227

FY
2019

FY
2020

FY
2021

FY
2022

FY
2023

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
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FY
2019

FY
2020

Project/Action

ID

Total Cost

Local Cost

Construct improvements to SR 212 at SR 36 Roundabout

CTP-231

$710,000

$710,000

Repair/replace Dial Mill Road bridge over Little Haynes Creek

CTP-302

$476,000

$95,200

Repair/replace SR 81 bridge over Dried Indian Creek

NE-104

$2,735,719

--

Design for Cricket Frog Trail West: Washington St. to Emory St.

CTP-440

$180,000

$36,000

Construct Cricket Frog Trail West: Washington St. to Emory St.

CTP-440

$1,620,000

$324,000

Pave Cricket Frog Trail: Emory St. to existing trail (Elm St.)

CTP-441

$300,000

$60,000

Design for Cricket Frog-Oxford Trail connector

CTP-445

$85,572

$17,114

Construct Cricket Frog-Oxford Trail connector

CTP-445

$770,144

$154,029

Coordinate with GRTA to determine feasibility/opportunity to
expand Xpress bus service to Newton County

--

--

--

Undertake Transit Feasibility Study for urban/rural service

--

$80,000

$80,000

X

X

Perform Annual Review of Action Plan

--

--

--

X

X

Minor CTP Update

--

$25,000

$25,000

$120,525,651

$19,315,543

Total

FY
2021

FY
2022

FY
2023

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X

X

X
X
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6.6

Program Monitoring

The CTP provides a guide for future transportation improvements and includes a program of projects to
2040. An important task is to ensure the plan and program continues to meet the needs of the county and
its municipalities over time, as the county’s growth, development and transportation needs change over
time.
Ongoing plan activities include:
•

Coordinating with ARC, GDOT and GRTA to advance projects in updates to the RTP, TIP and
STIP;

•

Ensuring projects are implemented in a logical sequence to maximize benefits and utilize scarce
resources efficiently;

•

Continuing intergovernmental coordination activities to ensure transportation projects, policies,
and programs are compatible;

•

Jointly reviewing county and municipal transportation needs periodically to ensure projects are
addressing needs. A recommended update cycle is every three to five years; and

•

Monitoring program development to provide feedback to refine future improvements.
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