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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

1.1 INTRODUCTION

Blythe Elementary School’s Safe Routes to School (SRTS) plan is based on other national
programs that have been conducted throughout the United States and abroad. The first U.S.
SRTS program was established in 1997, in New York City’s Bronx neighborhood, and has
continued to spread in popularity across the nation. Consistent with the intent of the SRTS
program, the overall goal of the Blythe SRTS Plan is “to provide safe and adequate routes
leading to Blythe Elementary School so that more students are able to safely walk or bike to
school.” This plan will provide the Blythe community with guidelines and recommendations in
order to achieve the SRTS goal.

The Blythe SRTS Plan was prepared by the CSRA Regional Development Center (RDC) on
behalf of Blythe Elementary School and the City of Blythe. In late 2006, the mayor of Blythe and
a city councilperson approached the CSRA RDC with their concern for the safety of the students
at Blythe Elementary School (Appendix A). Their concerns were supported by the
administration of Blythe Elementary School (Appendix B). The school is located near the
corner of Church St. and state Hwy 88. There are no sidewalks on Hwy 88, limited sidewalks on
Church St., and a crosswalk connecting the two with inadequate signage, leaving it barely
visible. Because of these factors, the CSRA RDC staff recommended that Blythe Elementary
School develop a Safe Routes to School plan.

Safe Routes to School plans across the country share the common goal of making routes to
schools safe and increasing the number of children that walk and bike to school. This plan will
address this goal by expanding upon these five key factors (also called the 5 E’s):
encouragement, education, enforcement, engineering and evaluation.

After extensive data gathering and under the guidance of an advisory committee, the plan
recommends measures to address safety issues surrounding Blythe Elementary. Some of the
primary study recommendations address school site traffic circulation, pedestrian crossing
amenities to increase visibility, traffic calming measures on nearby roads, and the addition of
sidewalks on routes leading to the school.

In this chapter of the SRTS plan, the history of the SRTS program is further discussed, the
methodology of data collection is explained, and the planning process and goals of the SRTS are
defined.

1.2 NATIONAL TRENDS

In the past 30 years, the national average of children walking to school has plummeted from 66
percent to merely 13 percent. What is causing this change? This is not an easy question to
answer, but to understand the situation better one must note some significant changes that have
happened in this country over the past few decades. Two major areas of change are community
design and travel patterns.

Before World War Il, Americans lived in compact towns and cities, and they walked to school,
work and to the local store. Since that time, the population of the United States has more than
doubled from 150 million in 1950 to 301 million in 2007. This doubling of the population has
been a major factor in the “suburbanization of America.” People are living in communities that
are much more spread out and are occupying lots that are much larger.
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Suburbanization around towns and cities has significantly changed travel patterns as well.
Sprawling land use patterns now make walking or biking an impractical means of transportation
in many areas throughout the country. Subdivision regulations do not always require pedestrian
facilities and many towns and cities that have sprawled quickly do not have interconnected
walkways and bike paths connecting various parts of the city.

Where as walking was the norm in the not so distant past, now the family car has become the
normal means of transportation. As with land use, the increase in motor vehicle use has grown
much faster than the rate of population growth. Driving to school is now a significant
contributor to increased auto use. It is estimated that the “school run” adds 20-30 percent to
traffic volume during the morning commute.

Along with this dramatic decrease in the number of children walking to school, the Center of
Disease Control (CDC) has found a notable increase in childhood obesity. Obesity has close ties
to chronic conditions such as diabetes. Another health risk to consider is asthma. Asthma can
be triggered and exacerbated by air pollutants. In 1999, more than 3.8 million American
children were afflicted with asthma. The number of cases of asthma in the country has steadily
increased over the past 40 years. It is not surprising that as Americans become more and more
dependent on their private vehicles, pollution increases, and the number of asthma cases
increase.

Another important risk to children is safety. Thousands of children each year are killed and
injured in motor vehicle crashes as passengers, pedestrians and bicyclists. Motor vehicle
crashes are the leading cause of death for children ages 2 through 18. The number of children
injured and killed in traffic has fallen over the past 20 years, though the rate of injury for
children is highest among all age groups. 'There is evidence that lowered death rates for
children, pedestrians and cyclists do not reflect greater safety — only fewer numbers of children
walking and cycling.

An important note about obesity, asthma, and injury to children is that low-income and ethnic
minority children are the most affected. These children walk to school more than their peers,
but poor air quality and speeding traffic put them at higher risk. For these high risk children,
there are compelling reasons to provide truly safe routes to school.

1.2.1 Success Stories

Why do communities need a Safe Routes to Schools? This question is easily answered with
examples of pilot programs from around the world that have been very successful.

In the 1970’s, Denmark had Europe’s highest child-pedestrian accident rate. Denmark decided
to create the first ever SRTS program. This pilot program identified specific road dangers
leading to their 45 schools. Today, Denmark has a strong network of pedestrian and bike paths,
traffic islands, and narrowed roads and the child-pedestrian accident rate has dropped by 80%.

Since the first SRTS program in the United States began in New York City in 1997, recognition of
its effectiveness in improving child welfare — as well as an increased commitment to public
funding - has fueled its spread across the nation. A program started in Arlington, Massachusetts
in 2000 focused on parent education and student encouragement programs to dramatically
increase the number of children walking and biking to school in a community. Arlington’s dense
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land use pattern and ample sidewalk network had long gone underutilized as a result of parental
perceptions of safety.

In 1997, SRTS helped Chicago launch Operation Safe Passage (later “Walking School Bus”) that
increased walking in neighborhoods that had otherwise been considered unsafe for children due
to gang violence. The Walking School Bus resulted in large groups of school children walking to
and from school together along routes where participating citizens and public servants could
provide a guiding presence.

The unifying features of these and many other successful Safe Routes to School projects is that
they identify key routes to school and propose measures to make them more pedestrian and
bicycle friendly. In part through public awareness and education for children, SRTS programs
have a healthy tradition of decreasing accident rates, increasing the number of children that
walk and bike to school, increasing physical activity in elementary students, decreasing the
“school run” traffic, and therefore, decreasing pollution.

1.3 PLANNING PROCESS

Preparation of the Blythe SRTS Plan requires a process by which community conditions can be
measured in order to understand where and why walking and biking to school is hazardous for
the city’s children. Naturally, the planning process also requires the input parents, teachers,
children and administrators to ensure that solutions proposed in the plan address the true needs
of Blythe’s children.  This Subsection provides an overview of the study components and
methodology used to generate the recommendations of the Blythe SRTS Plan. Analysis of
information gathered through data collection and public input can be found in Chapter 2.

1.3.1 Blythe Elementary School’s Safe Routes to School Goal

To provide safe and adequate routes leading to Blythe Elementary School so that more
students are able to safely walk or bike to school.

1.3.2 Study Components

A successful SRTS program integrates health, fitness, traffic relief, environmental awareness,
and safety aspects into its plan. In order to ensure that all of these components are a part of the
Blythe SRTS Plan, the following steps were taken:

o Collection of pertinent background information including, but not limited to: sidewalks
(condition, continuity and obstacles), bike routes, and street network conditions
surrounding schools. Along critical routes surrounding schools examine: posted speed
limits (and actual speeds where possible), signage, pavement markings, signalization,
lighting, and site visibility (including shrubbery). Inventory existing land uses and zoning
surrounding the school.

e Formation of a SRTS Advisory Committee comprised of school teachers and staff,
Richmond County School Board member, interested parents, community residents, police,
children, elected officials and other interested groups.

¢ ldentification of the primary routes students use, or could use if they existed, to access
Blythe Elementary School.
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e Formation of specific recommendations which will improve pedestrian and bicycle safety
access to Blythe Elementary School.

e Building public awareness for pedestrian and bicycle laws, especially as they apply to
school zones.

¢ ldentification of costs and potential funding sources for proposed recommendations.

¢ ldentification of educational steps needed to teach walking and bicycle safety tips to
student as well as education about Georgia’s bicycle and pedestrian rules.

1.3.3 Methodology

Blythe Elementary School’s Safe Routes to School Program planning effort included several
broad work tasks. These tasks included:

Background Data Collection

Background documentation for this SRTS plan was collected by examining established SRTS
programs from the United States and worldwide. Research was conducted in the areas of
health, safety, infrastructure, and the 5 E’s in order to collect some of the best practices from a
variety of SRTS programs. Another aspect of background data collection was examining the
existing condition in Blythe, such as historical land marks, and growth and development. The
following is a list of tasks completed in order collect pertinent background data:

e Map school and identify one and two-mile buffer zones (Map 1)

e Map school enrollment boundaries (Map 2)

e Survey street network — identifying posted/actual speed limits, signage, pavement
markings, signage, lighting, etc.

¢ Land use and zoning in the city of Blythe

e Historical land marks

e New Development

o Sidewalks

e Bike paths

e Bus routes

¢ Traffic counts

¢ Accident history (National and local statistics)

¢ Research Georgia pedestrian and bicycle laws

o Research City of Blythe pedestrian and bicycle ordinances

e Form advisory committee

Hold Advisory Committee Meetings

In April 2007, the CSRA Regional Development Center hosted the SRTS advisory committee
meeting. The advisory committee was made up of teachers, students, parents, school
administrators, a school board representative, city council members and the mayor. At the
meeting, CSRA RDC staff presented the background data and history of the SRTS program.
Following the presentation the committee members refined the program goals, brainstormed
about solutions to safety issues in the area and developed a “wish list” of ideas for an ideal SRTS
program. The “wish list” that was created at the advisory committee meeting eventually became
the list of “community preferred” strategies that are referenced in Chapter 4. The following is a
list of specific tasks that were conducted at the SRTS advisory committee meeting:

¢ Present background data

Blythe Elementary School Page 4
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Solidify technical data to be collected

Refine study goals and objectives

Determine the forum for data collection at schools

Develop recommendations which may include: infrastructure improvements (such as new
sidewalks and instituting traffic calming measures), education, and increased school
crossing guards or policing

Conduct Student/Parent/School Data Collection

Student and parent surveys were conducted during April, 2007. Student surveys (Appendix C)
were used to quantify the ways children typically travel to and from school and why. Parent
surveys (Appendix D) were used to obtain information about how children travel to school and
what affected their choices. The intent of the parent survey was to address what can be done to
help parents become more comfortable with allowing their children to walk or bicycle to school.
The surveys elicited information and ideas that helped shape the recommendations and
strategies presented in this SRTS plan.

Analyze Technical Data and Analysis

During the analysis phase of the program, CSRA RDC staff reviewed the data collected during
the advisory committee meeting as well as from the surveys that were completed and returned.
The following tasks were completed as a part of the SRTS analysis:

¢ Display primary school routes-and conditions

¢ Note access barriers and safety issues (including lack of facilities and site visibility issues
such as shrubbery)

Identify high bike/pedestrian accident areas

Photograph problem areas

Use the statistical program SPSS to analyze the parent and student survey

Determine Cost and Potential Funding

The majority of the cost incurred from a SRTS plan comes from the infrastructure projects in the
engineering component. In order to determine feasibility and cost of potential projects, CSRA
RDC staff met with the Georgia Department of Transportation’s (GDOT) District 2 Traffic
Engineer. Per GDOT's suggestions, along with the suggestions of the advisory committee,
engineering projects for this SRTS program were proposed. Additional cost estimates and
funding sources were provided by the GDOT Safe Routes to School Coordinator. These projects
will be discussed further in Chapter 4.

Costs for other non-infrastructure projects involving education, encouragement, enforcement,
and evaluation were estimated using existing cost estimates provided by GDOT, suggestions
from the Richmond County Board of Education and police department, as well as other sources.
Potential funding sources were identified using the expertise of the Local Government Services
Department at the CSRA RDC and GDOT. SRTS funding and other funding sources are disused
in greater detail in the Subsection 1.3, Potential Funding.

Conduct Public Outreach

In May 2007, a public open house was held at Blythe Elementary School. This meeting was
designed to educate the public about the SRTS program and to foster discussion about the
proposed objectives and strategies.
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Prepare Final Plan

While the Blythe SRTS Plan was requested by representatives of the City of Blythe and Blythe
Elementary School, their intent to implement the recommendations contained in the document
can best be assured by formal plan adoption. A formal commitment of the recommendations
contained in the Blythe SRTS Plan illustrate to the public that community leaders are truly
committed to improving the walk-ability and bike-ability along the routes to Blythe Elementary
School. In order for this plan to be finalized, the following steps were required:

Draft plan document

Final plan document

Adoption by Study Advisory Committee

Submit final plan document to Safe Routes to School Coordinator at GDOT
Adoption by Blythe City Council
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CHAPTER 2: DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS

2.1 INTRODUCTION

Chapter 2 of the Blythe SRTS Plan assesses present conditions in the city that influence the
decisions of parents and children regarding whether or not to walk or bike to school. Among the
information collected by CSRA RDC staff during preparation of the plan is: population and
demographics, traffic, infrastructure, mode of travel and opinions of concerned parents and
citizens. Consistent with the planning process outlined in Section 1.3 of the plan, different
methods were used in the data collection for each condition. Each subsection within this
Chapter provides a synopsis of the applicable data sets. The information presented within this
Chapter is used to form the basis of plan recommendations found in the remaining chapters of
the Blythe SRTS Plan.

2.2 POPULATION AND DEMOGRAPHICS

The City of Blythe is a small community located in southwest Richmond County, Georgia where
State Highway 88 and US Highway 1 intersect. According to 2000 US Census, the City of Blythe
has a population of 718 people. Some noteworthy demographic characteristics from the 2000
Census include:

e Race
o White: 81.6%
o African American: 14.2%
o Asian or Pacific Islander: .7%
o American Indian: .28%
0 Hispanic: 0%
o Other: 3.2%

e Median Household Income
0 $48,054

e Population by Age
o 0-4:50

5-13: 158

14-17: 36

18-20: 21

21-24: 25

25-34: 116

35-44: 101

45-54: 98

55-64: 56

65 and up: 57

OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0O0

Blythe Elementary School is the only school in the city and its attendance boundaries extend far
beyond its 2.84 square mile city boundary. At the conclusion of the 2006-07 school year, Blythe
Elementary School contained a student population of 358 children. For the purposes of this
plan, we have taken a close look at the one mile radius surrounding Blythe Elementary School
(Map 1) to inventory the most suitable existing and potential walking and biking routes to
school.

Table 2-1 shows the population by age within a one mile radius of Blythe Elementary. In 20086,
there were 65 elementary school aged children (18.2 percent of the total 2006-07 elementary
school population) living within a one mile radius of Blythe Elementary School. Students that
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live within one mile of the school are not eligible for bus transportation unless there is an

established “hazard zone” within the
boundary. Because of the lack of
sidewalks and busy roads in the
area, the entire one mile radius
surrounding Blythe Elementary
School has been designated by the
Richmond County School District as
a hazard bussing zone (Map 1).
The issue of hazard bussing is
discussed further in Section 2.3 of
this chapter.

Table 2-2 shows that nearly 80
percent of the families living within
one mile of Blythe Elementary
School are family households. Of

Table 2-1: Population by Age
within 1 mile of Blythe Elementary School

2000 2006
Age Number | Percent Number Percent
4 4 1.4% 4 1.3%
5 1 2.0% 7 1.2%
6 8 1.5% 6 1.0%
7 15 2.7% 10 1.7%
8 10 1.8% 7 1.2%
9 12 2.2% 8 1.3%
10 10 1.8% 12 2.0%
11 8 1.5% 11 1.8%
TOTAL 78 14.9% 65 11.5%

Source: ESRI Business Analyst, 2007; Some percentages may not add up to
100% due to rounding.

those family households, 34 percent are married couples with children and 28 percent are other
family types with children. The remaining 21.5 percent are non-family households.

Table 2-2: Household Type within 1 mile of Blythe Elementary School

1990 2000
Number | Percent | Number | Percent
Family Households 90 79.6% 150 78.5%
(Married Couple with children) 41 36.3% 65 34.0%
(Other family with children) 8 7.1% 28 28.0%
Non-family Household 23 20.4% 41 21.5%
Total Households 113 100.0% 191 100.0%

Source: ESRI Business Analyst, 2007; Some percentages may not add up to 100% due to rounding.

Table 2-3 shows the increase in the number of family cars from 1990 to 2000 in the
households within the one mile radius of the school. Every category increased in the number
cars per household except zero cars. In 1990, 5.4 percent of the households within one mile had
zero cars, and in 2000, 1.6 percent had no cars. More than 48 percent have two cars and 25.4

percent have three or more cars.

dependence of motor vehicles and according to the data, Blythe is no exception.

As discussed in Chapter 1, American’s have a growing

Table 2-3: Households with Vehicles within 1 mile of Blythe Elementary
1990 2000
Number | Percent Number Percent
None 6 5.4% 3 1.6%
1 35 31.3% 48 24.9%
2 45 40.2% 93 48.2%
3 17 15.2% 31 16.1%
4 5 4.5% 10 5.2%
5+ 4 3.6% 8 4.1%
TOTAL number of vehicles 216 100.0% 407 100.0%
Average # of vehicles/ household 1.9 2.1
Source: ESRI Business Analyst, 2007; Some percentages may not add up to 100% due to rounding.
Blythe Elementary School Page 8
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CHAPTER 2: DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS

2.3 PARENT AND STUDENT SURVEYS

The overall goal of the surveys was to quantify the ways children typically traveled to and from
school and to obtain attitudinal information from the parents. This baseline data is necessary to
understand the safety needs in the Blythe community and to accurately assess the success of the
SRTS program in the future. Thus, surveys were administered to both parents and students in
April 2007.

2.3.1 Methodology

The student survey (Appendix C) was conducted in the homeroom class of every child. Once a
day for five days, the students were asked, “How did you get to school today?” and the teacher
recorded their answers. All of the students a Blythe Elementary School participated in the
survey.

The parent survey (Appendix D) was sent home with all 358 students attending Blythe
Elementary School. Therefore, there was a population of 358 parents or guardians for this
survey. Parents were asked to fill out one survey per child at Blythe Elementary School and they
were asked to return the survey two weeks after they were distributed. One hundred and eighty,
or 50.3 percent, of the surveys were returned.

2.3.2 Student Survey

According to survey results, approximately 45 percent of students indicated that they are driven
to school in the morning and 35 percent are driven home in the afternoon. Approximately 54
percent of students take the bus in the morning and nearly 60 take the bus home in the
afternoon. Negligible percentages of students indicated that they walked or took other forms of
transportation to school in the mornings and afternoons.

2.3.3 Parent Survey

According to parent survey results, 14.4 percent of the school’s population, or 52 students, live
within one mile. This calculation is slightly lower than the census data which indicates that 78
elementary school aged children live within one mile of the school. Regardless, the survey data
indicates that only one student regularly walks to school in the morning and only three walk
home in the afternoon.

Consistent with the results of the student survey, parents indicated that 43.3 percent of students
are driven to school everyday and 35.6 percent of students are driven home from school in the
afternoon. When asked why they make the decision to drive, some popular answers were
“safety”, “drop off on the way to work,” “child is too young,” and “convenience.” When
comparing the approximate distance from the school and how the child gets to school, the data
shows that 18 children living within 1 mile are driven to school, 20 children living within two
miles and 37 living two or more miles away from the school are driven. Because of the hazard
bussing zone, all of these children are eligible to be bussed to school.

Carpooling is rarely used as a form of transportation to Blythe Elementary. Only 2.8 percent of
students carpool in the morning and 2.2 percent carpool in the afternoon. The survey also
indicated that 60 parents would consider carpooling if they were familiar with the driver and 14
indicated that they would allow their child to carpool if someone organized it.

Blythe Elementary School Page 9
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Parents indicated that 47.8 percent of students take the bus to school everyday and 56.7 percent
take the bus home in the afternoon. The increase in the number of students that take the bus in
the afternoon correlates with the decrease in the number of students that are driven home in the
afternoon. W.ithin the one mile radius surrounding the school, also known as the hazard
bussing zone, there are three children that ride the bus. Potentially, these children could walk to
school if there were safe routes.

Question six on the parent’s survey asks if parents have safety concerns about their child’s route
to school. Approximately 24 percent indicated that they had concerns about the walking,

driving, and bussing routes to school.

2.4 EXISTING CONDITIONS

2.4.1 Enrollment Boundaries and Hazard Busing

As discussed in the previous Subsection, the
Richmond County School District policy on busing
to elementary school is such that students living
within one mile of the school are not eligible for
bus transportation.  This policy holds unless there
is an established hazard boundary in which there is
a railroad crossing, lack of sidewalks, busy
highways, or other hazardous condition preventing
the student from walking to school. The entire one
mile radius surrounding Blythe Elementary is
considered the hazard busing zone. Because of the
traffic dangers surrounding the school, the 65
students living within one mile are forced to find
alternative means of transportation. According to
surveys, 14.4 percent of the total 2006-07 school
population of 358 students lives within one mile of
the school.

An overwhelming survey response is that students
living within one mile are not walking to school but
are being driven to school or are utilizing hazard
busing. For more information on the data collected
from the parent and student surveys refer to
Subsection 2.3, Parent and Student Surveys.

2.4.2 Georgia Driving Rules

Some Special Limitations of Children
Aged 5to 9

e Children are shorter than adults; typical
eye height.is 3 feet above ground; their
field of vision is different.

¢ Children have one-third narrower
peripheral vision than adults and are less
able to determine the direction of sounds.

e Children have trouble judging speeds and
distances of moving cars.

¢ Children are sometimes too small to be
seen by fast moving or inattentive drivers.

e The movements of children are less
predictable than adults.

¢ Children have shorter attention spans and
may grow impatient at crossings.

¢ Children have less experience as
pedestrians and may not be fully aware of
dangerous conditions.

Source: Georgia Departments of
Transportation’s Pedestrian & Streetscape
Guide

A major impediment to increasing the number of children walking or biking to Blythe
Elementary School is the location of State Highway 88 between the school and many residences
within the city. Although there are crosswalks located at the intersection of State Highway 88
and Church Street, parents are weary of allowing their children to cross the highway due to their
fears of conflicts with motor vehicles.

Blythe Elementary School Page 10
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According to the 2007 Georgia Drivers Manual, Drivers must yield to pedestrians in the
following situations:

1. The driver of a vehicle shall stop and remain stopped to allow a pedestrian to cross the
roadway within a crosswalk when the pedestrian is upon the half of the roadway upon
which the vehicle is traveling, or when the pedestrian is approaching and is within one
lane of the half of the roadway on which the vehicle is traveling or onto which it is
turning. "Half of the roadway" means all traffic lanes carrying traffic in one direction of
travel.

When making a left or right turn at any intersection.

At stop signs, after coming to a complete stop and before proceeding.

At traffic signals, even when the light is green, if pedestrians are still in crosswalk.

When entering a street or highway from an alley, driveway, or private road.

When approaching a blind person who is crossing a street or highway if he/she is
carrying a white cane or being guided by a dog.

SR S AN

Georgia law says speed limits in school zones can not be reduced by more than 20 mph and can
not be less than 25 mph on state routes. The speed limit on Hwy 88 is 35 mph in the school
zone at all times except the am and pm peak traffic hours, and at those times, the speed limit is
25 mph. These speed limits are in accordance with Georgia Law.

2.4.3 Crash Data

According to the Richmond County Police Department, there have been 54 reported collisions
within a two mile radius of Blythe Elementary School from January of 2001 to September of
2006. Ten have occurred at the intersection of US 1 and Hwy 88, 24 on US 1, four at the
intersection of Hwy 88 and Church, one in the mid-block of Hwy 88, and seven in the mid-block
of Church Street. The remainder of the collisions occurred on various street within the radius.

No collisions were reported specifically as collisions involving pedestrians; however members of
the advisory committee expressed their grave concern over a crossing guard that was hit by a car
several years ago at the Hwy 88/ Church St. intersection.

2.4.4 Pedestrian and Bicycle Infrastructure Inventory

When exploring the existing conditions in Blythe, it is important to mention the existing
infrastructure (Map 3). Currently, there is one portion of sidewalk along Church Street from the
Hwy 88 to Gin House Road. According to the advisory committee, this portion of sidewalk has
been there for at least 30 years. In the past, the sidewalk continued along Gin House Road.
There are still remnants of the sidewalk, but for the most part homeowners have removed large
pieces of the deteriorated walkway and now grass grows in its place.

Along Hwy 88, there is standard “school zone” signage — including a flashing light that is active
during the morning and afternoon peak traffic hours. The signs indicate that speed limit in the
school zone is 35 mph and 25 mph during the peak traffic hours. The only other infrastructure
on Hwy 88 is the crosswalk at the Church Street intersection. The crosswalk is labeled with a
“pedestrian crossing” sign and a “stop for pedestrians” sign.

Although this intersection has appropriate school zone signage, the crosswalk is difficult for
drivers to see at a distance because the sign is so close to the crosswalk. According the 2007
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Georgia Drivers Manual, the pentagon shaped sign should “be erected not less than 150 feet nor
more than 700 feet in advance of the school grounds or school crossing.” Blythe should take the
appropriate that steps to ensure immediate compliance with this regulation.

Pedestrians crossing Hwy 88 at Church St. must be ...drivers are not alerted to the pedestrian crossing until they
cautious because... are directly at the crosswalk.

On the school grounds there is a bicycle storage facility, but according to the survey results, only
one student occasionally rides his/her bike to school. When asked if there were adequate bicycle
facilities at the school, 69 parents either said no or indicated that they did not know.

2.4.5 Historical Land Marks

When considering infrastructure improvements in a
community, it is always a good idea to be aware of any
historical land marks or structures that are of
importance in the community. In Blythe, there is a
structure of importance in the study area. The original
school in Blythe was built in 1920 on the sight where
Blythe City Hall now stands. In the late 1970’s, the
school burned to the ground. The only structures that
remain are the columns that once marked the school
entrance. One of the columns is pictured on the right.
Residents and officials in Blythe made it very clear that
the structures are of historical and sentimental value in
the community and they must be preserved.

2.4.6 Traffic Data

This column is the only structure remaining after
a fire that destroyed Blythe’s school in the 70’s.

Traffic data was collected on Church Street from Monday at midnight until Friday at midnight
the week of April 16-20, 2007. Two directional traffic counters were placed on Church Street to
the east and west of the school entrance. A third counter was placed in the entrance of the
school. Data from the traffic counters indicated that traffic on Church St. was the busiest from
6:45 am to 7:45 am and 2:00 pm to 3:00 pm. For the remainder of this plan, the 6:45 am to
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7:45 pm hour will be referred to as the morning peak traffic hour and the 2:00 pm to 3:00 pm
hour will be referred to as the afternoon peak traffic hour.

During the morning peak traffic hour the average number of cars traveling westbound on
Church St. was 39.2 cars and there was an average of 234.8 cars traveling eastbound on Church
St. Thirty one percent of the daily traffic on Church Street occurs during the morning peak
traffic hour alone. During the afternoon peak traffic hour the average number of cars traveling
westbound on Church St. was 20.2 cars and there was an average of 115.8 cars traveling
eastbound on Church St.

During morning peak travel hour, a daily average of 237 cars enter Blythe Elementary School
and during the afternoon peak travel hour, a daily average of 53.5 cars enter the school. On
average, 52 percent of all vehicles traveling east and westbound on Church Street during a 24
hour period are traveling to or from Blythe Elementary School.

Because Hwy 88 is a state highway, traffic data is collected by the Georgia Department of
Transportation (GDOT) annually. According to the GDOT website, in 2005 the average daily
traffic on Hwy 88 — between Church Street and U.S. Hwy 1 is 2520 cars. There is not data
available for direction of traffic or the peak travel times during the day.

Complete traffic counts on Hwy 88 and Church St. can be found in Appendix E.
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CHAPTER 3: THE 5 E’S

3.1THESE’s

In their endeavor to make walking and biking routes to Blythe Elementary School safer, citizens
and community leaders must be aware of the tools that are at their disposal. In Chapter 3,
detailed explanations of the 5 E's of the SRTS program (Education, Encouragement,
Enforcement, Engineering, and Evaluation), are provided and examples of infrastructure and
non-infrastructure projects from SRTS plans from across the country are discussed. The ideas
and projects referenced in this Chapter inventory some of the pre-existing measures that could
be utilized when implementing a SRTS in a community. A successful SRTS program will
incorporate a mix of the different approaches outlined in this Chapter.

Each Subsection within this Chapter also identifies the measurable objectives and preferred
community strategies that Blythe SRTS participants have determined will best address the 5 E’s
throughout the community. While the recommended parameters of these objectives and
“community preferred” strategies are discussed within this Chapter, they are also summarized in
The Blythe SRTS work program contained in Chapter 4.

3.1.1 Education

The education component of the SRTS program not only refers to curriculum changes and
extracurricular activities for students at Blythe Elementary, but also to the education of all
parties involved in making a SRTS program a success. - Students must know how to act
responsibly when using the public right-of-way; student bicyclists need to know appropriate
bicycling skills; parents must be educated about school policies regarding student safety; and,
drivers need to be aware of school zone laws. Parents, teachers and law enforcement officials
must thoroughly understand this information since they will be responsible for conveying it to
students and reinforcing appropriate behavior. Education in all of these aspects is vital.

Sample Education Strategies

Most of the SRTS education programs in schools across the country are fairly easy to administer
and are relatively inexpensive. For example, in Wharton, New Jersey the education component
suggests assemblies and guest speakers, a “walking math” program and
other educational classroom activities. A guest speaker at a school
assembly is a great opportunity to address bicycle and pedestrian
safety. The assembly is inexpensive and can be held in lieu of a class
trip or as a part of field day.

The “walking math” program is just one example of classroom activities
that can be incorporated into existing lesson plans. The program
includes activities such as calculating gas mileage, auto pollution and
comparing miles per gallon for different vehicles. These activities help
to reinforce the importance of pollution reduction and give students
tangible ways to have a positive impact on the environment by walking
or biking.

Classroom instruction Bicycle Rodeos are suited to teach safety skills while giving children a
g"a‘ﬁ'l‘é?;:iecm'fgggg;s fun exercise. They are usually laid out with chalk, traffic cones, stop
program through fun signs and sponges to designate areas or create obstacles. Sophisticated
activities. courses include props of cars and buildings to simulate a street

environment. The objective of the Bicycle Safety Rodeo is to teach
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children the importance of seeing, being seen and remaining in control at all times when riding
a bicycle. Children are taught to be aware of what is going on around them, maintaining balance
and control of their bikes, and communicating with other road users through turning signals
and eye contact. Some of the activities of the rodeo include a helmet fit, a bike fit and a bike
safety check up. Local police or bicycle club representatives are often certified to conduct bicycle
safety courses for children. Interested parents can also become certified bicycling instructors
through the League of American Bicyclist's (LAB) League Certified Cycling Instructor program.
Information on participating in the LAB’s League Certified Cycling Instructor program — and a
list of LAB certified instructors near you — can be obtained at:
http://www.bikeleague.org/programs/ education/

The US Department of Transportation and the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
have also published a Safe Routes to School pamphlet, Safe Routes to School, containing an
enormous amount of information for teachers and school administrators on classroom
activities. The booklet includes instructions on how to prepare for and conduct the activities in
the classroom, as well as provides supporting materials such as handouts, talking points and
worksheets for students and parents. Programs such as those mentioned in the booklet and
other classroom activities have little to no cost associated with their implementation and can be
easily integrated into existing school curriculum.

Preferred Education Strategies

Blythe has determined that all of the strategies contained within this Subsection are “preferred”
components of the Blythe SRTS Plan and has incorporated them into the Blythe SRTS work
program located in Chapter 4.

3.1.2 Encouragement

While developing and implementing a SRTS program, it is necessary to use events and activities
to encourage participation. Similar to the previous education section, the booklet published by
US Department of Transportation and the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, Safe
Routes to School, contains valuable information about ways to foster encouragement of SRTS
programs and gives instructions and supporting information about implementation. The
Department of Transportation gives ideas and information on programs such as the “Walking
School Bus,” “National Kids Walk and Bike to School Day,” “Walk and Bike Across America,”
treasure hunts, walk-a-thons, art contests, and many more innovative promotional techniques.

The booklet urges repetition as a key for continued success of the SRTS program. The programs
and events should be promoted by maximizing its visibility through repeated outreach to its
potential “customer” — parents and students. A good rule of thumb is that people need to hear
and read about an event at least three times before they pay attention. The more a children and
parents hear about programs, the better the chances of participation. Suggested promotions
include, flyers, banners, newsletters, public service announcements, e-mails, phone trees, etc.

Another important factor in the encouragement portion of the program is keeping the energy
alive. Contests and events will foster participation of children in great numbers, but without
reinforcement they will return to old habits. Community participation is critical, so involving
community groups such as neighborhood associations, the city council and the PTA is
recommended to help keep the SRTS energy alive.
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These encouragement techniques do require more effort and funding than some of the
education components. It is a long-term commitment to sustain the SRTS program and that
requires money and volunteers.

Walking School Bus

The walking school bus functions much like the regular school bus, but instead of the bus
picking up the children, they are “picked up” by a group of walkers, including other students and
a designated parent or adult. The walking groups can be as informal as two families taking turns
walking their children to school, to as structured as a route with meeting points, a timetable and
a regularly rotated schedule of trained volunteers. The “Walking School Bus” can also serve as a
communication line among parents and the designated leader for the day can inform other
parents that the children arrived at school safely. The volunteers will need to arrange to lead the
“Walking School Bus” on different days and/or lead different segments of the route.

Not only will the “Walking School Bus” help reduce pollution and increase the physical activity
of the participants, but it relates directly to the study goal of “provid[ing] safe and adequate
routes leading to Blythe Elementary School so that more students are able to safely walk or bike
to school.”

National Kids Walk and Bike to School Day
In 1997, National Walk Our Children to School day began with a walk in Chicago sponsored by
Partnership for a Walkable America. By 1999, 300,000 children from 170 cities across the US
were participating. On October 4, 2000, the event officially went global

with International Walk to School Day, which included nine countries and lmmm
more than 2.5 million participants. By 2001, the number of participating
counties had doubled.

A Walk and Bike to School day can be simple or elaborate, depending on
the needs of the community. Blythe Elementary School should considering
forming a “Walking School Bus” committee, holding a safety campaign
along with the National Walk to School day on October 3, 2007, and
registering the school in the “National Kids Walk to School Day” at
www.walktoschool.org.

Walk or Bike Across America

Walk or Bike Across America involves student keeping track of the miles they accumulated
walking and biking to school. The Walk or Bike Across America program instructs classes to add
up individual student totals walked per day (or week) and plot them on a map. Students them
“travel” to a destination to learn about it. This encouragement program can be easily integrated
into geography or social studies curriculum.

Parental Education

Other SRTS programs have started safe driving campaigns, such as Wharton, New Jersey’s
“Keep Kids Alive — Drive 25” Campaign, Duluth, Minnesota had a community-wide billboard
awareness campaign, BE ALERT , and the Wisconsin Department of Motor Vehicles held a
safety brochure campaign during the Walk to School Week.

Blythe Elementary School's safety campaign should correspond with other education and
encouragement components such as flyers and brochures sent home with students, classroom
activities and community festivals.
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According to the data presented in Chapter 2, there are a significant number of parents that
would allow their children to walk or bike to school if they were accompanied by other adults or
other children. Because of the low cost and ease of administration in the encouragement
programs, Blythe Elementary School could easily be involved in several programs and activities
in the upcoming school year in order to keep the energy of the SRTS program alive.

Preferred Encouragement Strategies

Blythe has determined that all of the strategies contained within this Subsection are “preferred”
components of the Blythe SRTS Plan and has incorporated them into the Blythe SRTS work
program located in Chapter 4.

3.1.3 Enforcement

When researching SRTS programs from across the nation, several trends emerge. Most
communities focus on police enforcement, including increased law enforcement presence, speed
trailers, and sting operations just to name a few. Other communities suggest increasing crossing
guard presence, the use of digital speed detection devices, and neighborhood watch programs.

Digital speed detection devices, such as speed trailers, are electronic devices that contain a large
digital speed display. They can be parked at or near schools to shoe passing motorists to drive
the speed limit. This enforcement device can be used in conjunction with the SRTS campaign
literature or Public Service Announcements to help reinforce that message the “Speed Kills”

Another effective enforcement is the use of neighborhood watch programs. In neighborhood
watch programs, residents volunteer their homes as “safe houses” where kids can go if they feel
threatened or endangered on their way to or from school. The safe houses can be established
with a Parent-Teacher Association or the local police. "Another similar program involves
organizing a network of “Corner Captains,” or parents or adult volunteers that station
themselves at corners along the walking route. Their presence increased the safety and security
of children walking to and from school by putting more eyes on the street. They can be given
walkie-talkies or cell phones to report any unusual circumstances to the school or police.

The advisory committee for Blythe’s SRTS program has identified two important facets to
enforcement: police presence and crossing guard presence. With these ideas in mind, the Blythe
should consider the following enforcement recommendations for roads surrounding Blythe
Elementary School.

Preferred Enforcement Strategies

Increased Police Presence

According to the advisory committee and comments from the parent survey, police presence
should be continuous throughout the academic year, police should be present on a daily basis,
and there should be increased police presence during the morning peak hour, 6:45am-7:45am,
and afternoon peak hour, 2:00pm to 3:00pm. In the past, police presence has been stronger in
the beginning of the school year and more lax toward the end of the year. Because the police
force in limited in Blythe, the city should consider an agreement with Richmond County to
ensure police presence during these peak traffic times.

Blythe Elementary School Page 17
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Increase Crossing Guard Presence

In addition to increased police presence, increased crossing guard presence during morning and
afternoon peak hours would also increase the safety in the area. Currently, the crossing guard is
only present in the morning for 15-30 minutes and leaves before classes at Blythe Elementary
School begin. Her early departure is due to a requirement that she travel to another Richmond
County school to work as a crossing guard. The Richmond County School Board should increase
the presence of the crossing guard at State Hwy 88 and Church Street. The crossing guard
should be present from 6:45am until 7:45am (or at the very least, until school starts at 7:30am.)

3.1.4 Engineering

Engineering elements include physical improvements to the transportation infrastructure in the
vicinity of the school or on the school property that are intended to improve access and safety
for walkers and bikers and to minimize conflicts with traffic. Implementation measures are
typically designed to address specific problems or needs that have been identified and can range
from sidewalk replacement and repair to more complex traffic calming features, such as
roundabouts and speed humps.

When done properly, traffic calming balances the needs of all users of the roadway: driver,
bicyclists, pedestrians, and other, helping to restore the safety and peace in neighborhoods.
Most traffic calming initiatives focus on reducing the volume and speed of cars, either by
changing the roadbed by raising it with humps or tables, or forcing cars to maneuver around
circles or curves that block the long view of the road ahead.

Speed humps, which are commonly used in parking lots, earned a bad reputation because they
can be hard of cars and create noise. Speed humps are the new generation of speed bumps.
Speed humps are parabolic or trapezoidal in shape, are longer than speed bumps, are not as
noisy, and are easier on cars. They consist of a rounded raised area placed across the road.
Speed humps are a low cost solution, and when closely spaced along a roadway, tend to be the
most effective in limiting speeds to 25 mph.

Speed tables are flat-topped speed humps that stretch across the road. They also can be used as
raised crosswalks for pedestrian crossings. Speed tables bring the street up the sidewalk level
making it pedestrian territory with slower traffic and better pedestrian visibility. Speed table are
more expensive that speed humps and may be too gentle to solve certain speeding problems.
However, speed tables are often allowed on arterial roads where speed humps are generally
prohibited because of emergency vehicles.

In boulder, Colorado, speed tables are used extensively and help make streets safer. Fire and
police departments have come to accept them as a positive aspect of the Boulder roadways.
Other communities chose textured pavements — roadway surfaces padded with brick, concrete
pavers, stamped asphalt, or other materials — that produce enough vibration to tell the motorists
to show down. These solutions tend to be loud and can be as hard of bicycles and pedestrians,
especially those with disabilities, as they are on cars. At best, textured pavement can be used as a
visual cue to slow down.

There are numerous other success stories where school districts, towns, cities, states and even
countries have developed comprehensive programs that created safer streets around schools and
increased the number of children who walk or bike to school. The previously mentioned pilot
program in Denmark created a network of traffic-free pedestrian and bicycle paths, established
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slow speed areas for certain roads, and complemented these with road narrowing and traffic

islands. Since that time, the Safe Routes to School program has also had incredible success in
the United States.
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Schematic drawing the proposed infrastructure improvements of the school’s “Gateway” area, Wharton, NJ

For example, the Borough of Wharton in Morris County, New Jersey, suggested improvements
to the school’s “gateway area.” Their main objective was to slow traffic where the highest
concentrations of students walk to and from school. The gateway area improvements included
raised pavement with textured imprint, pedestrian lighting, sidewalk widening (to 5 feet in
width), a ladder type crosswalk and a speed hump.

Preferred Engineering Strategies

Recommended engineering approaches for Blythe will help to create improvements surrounding
the school that reduce speeds and establish safer crosswalks (Map 4). This section presents
three specific scenarios that will improve the general safety of the school zone. First, Blythe
should construct infrastructure improvements at the intersection of State Highway 88 and
Church Street. Next, increase signage and pavement markings should be added to State Hwy

88. Finally, sidewalk improvements should be made along the high traffic roads surrounding
Blythe Elementary School.

State Hwy 88/Church St. Intersection. In order to increase visibility and awareness of the

Hwy 88/ Church Street intersection, Blythe should apply the following engineering
improvements:

Curb and gutter

ADA compatible access ramps

Removal of driveways in the intersection
Small turning radius at the intersection
Street lights in the intersection

Per Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT) and American Disabilities Act (ADA)
standards, Blythe should construct curb and gutter and wheelchair accessible ramps in the Hwy
88 and Church Street intersection. As those improvements are made, they must also consider
the driveways that lead into the intersection effectively creating a six-way intersection. Luckily

both of the driveways in question have alternative entrances. Both driveways should be
permanently closed.
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Designing intersections with smaller turning radii slows traffic speeds and allows curb ramps to
be positioned parallel to the crosswalk and perpendicular to the curb. A smaller turning radius
significantly decreases crossing distances for pedestrians. A smaller turning radius also
enhances the detection of the crosswalk and improves the crossing conditions for people with
vision impairments because there is a greater distinction between the perpendicular and parallel
traffic flows.

The existing small turning radius at the intersection of Hwy 88 and Church St. has never raised
concern in the community. In the interest of pedestrian safety and keeping with the purpose of
this plan, the turning radius in the intersection should remain small.

According to DOT's Designing Sidewalks and Trails for Access: Best Practices Design Guide, a
larger turning radius causes compromised pedestrian access because cars can make right hand
turns at a higher speed, pedestrian crossing distance is increased, there is less space available on
the corner for pedestrians to collect, and pedestrians are located outside of a driver’s line of
vision. Based on a curb-to-curb distance of 10 meters (32.8 feet), the crossing distance of a 5
meter turning radius is 10.8 meters (35.4 feet). The crossing distance with a turning radius of 10
meters (32.8 feet) is 15.7 meters (51.5 feet) and the crossing distance with a turning radius of 15
meters (49.2 feet) is 22 meters (72.2 feet). For these reasons, the turning radius at the
intersection of Hwy 88 and Church St. should be 5 meters or 16.4 feet.

Because Blythe Elementary School’s hours of operation are from 7:30am to 2:30pm, children
arrive in the dark at some times of the school year. According to the survey results, some
parental concern is due to children having to walk to school in the dark. For this reason, Blythe
should consider the addition of street lights at the intersection of Hwy 88 and Church Street.
Street lights would increase visibility for pedestrians at the intersection and further alert drivers
to the intersection in the dark early morning hours.

Sidewalk Replacement/ Repair. In order to increase the walk-ability and bike-ability for
the elementary school children living within a one mile radius of Blythe Elementary, Blythe
should implement the following engineering improvements:
e Extend the existing sidewalk from the Hwy 88 intersection to Blythe Elementary
School along Church Street
e Replace and repair the sidewalk on Church Street from the intersection of Hwy 88
to County Line Road
¢ Sidewalks along Hwy 88 from the Church Street intersection to Council Rd
e Sidewalks along Hwy 88 from the Church Street intersection to US Hwy 1 (See
Map 4)

The improvements listed above are listed in rank order of priority. In addition, all sidewalk
construction should be build such that the walkway is 5 feet in width and meets all DOT
construction standards.

The right-of-way on the segment of Church St. from the Hwy 88 intersection to Blythe
Elementary School is very narrow; therefore, the sidewalk along Church St. should be
constructed outside the public right-of-way. The only two parcels of land between the
intersection and the school belong to the city. In order to ensure pedestrian safety, permission
from the city would need to be obtained to construct the sidewalk outside of the right-of-way.
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Signage and Pavement Markings. In order to increase
visibility of the crosswalk at the intersection of Hwy 88 and Church
Street and to increase awareness of the school zone, Blythe should
apply following engineering improvements:
e Add pedestrian crossing signage 150 feet from the
intersection in the North and Southbound lanes.
e Mark the pavement with the word “SLOW SCHOOL
ZONE” on Hwy 88 on the approach to the Church
Street intersection
e Incorporate digital speed detection devises along
with the existing speed limit signs on Hwy 88 on the
approach to Blythe Elementary School in both the
north and southbound lanes
e Improve the deteriorating crosswalk paint at the
Hwy 88/Church Street intersection

According to the 2007 Georgia Drivers Manual, signage for
crosswalks should be at least 150 feet away but not more than 700
feet away from the crosswalk. Currently, the sign is adjacent to the
crosswalk. Drivers are not alerted to the crosswalk until they are
too close. Because of this, pedestrians must be aware that cars are
probably not going to stop for them to cross the road. For these
reasons, we recommend an additional pedestrian crossing sign be
added 150 feet away from the intersection on both the North and
Southbound lanes.

Pavement markings and speed

. . . .. . . detection devices are used to
Traffic calming devices such as digital speed devises are intended  ajert drivers of school zones.

to encourage motorist to drive the speed limit. There are speed

trailers that have large digital speed displays and can be parked at or near the school and there
are permanent smaller versions that are typically found in conjunction with school zone signage.
Blythe should invest in the permanent detection devise that can be incorporated with the
existing school zone signage, but in the mean time, they could also use speed trailers to decrease
vehicle speed in the school zone.

These improvements in signage and pavement markings are a low cost way of increasing the
visibility and awareness of the school zone and crosswalk.

3.1.5 Evaluation

Evaluations are necessary to assess the progress of implementation measures of the plan and to
identify success in the achievement of the overall goals and objectives. These evaluations of the
SRTS program should include a monitoring schedule and the identification of who is responsible
for carrying out the monitoring and evaluation. The monitoring and evaluation process can be
the basis for establishing new goals and objectives as well as revisions or updates to the existing
plan. Evaluations should include intermittent measurements as tasks are implemented or
completed.

Some examples of evaluation measures are attitudinal and travel mode surveys,
bicycle/automobile counts, walk-ability/bike-ability assessments and participant evaluation.
The survey used in the baseline data collection is an excellent template that can be used as the
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evaluation survey. Most SRTS use a similar survey to collect baseline and evaluation data.
Templates of all of the assessment techniques can be found on the SRTS website or can be
linked through the GDOT website (www.saferoutesinfo.org or www.dot.state.ga.us).

Preferred Evaluation Strategies

In Blythe, yearly evaluations should include travel mode surveys, attitudinal surveys, bicycle
counts and hand raising surveys. Data collected from these yearly evaluations should compare
to the baseline data collected for this SRTS plan. Evaluations should be performed regularly to
track the progress of the SRTS program as a whole.
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CHAPTER 4: BLYTHE'S SRTS WORK PROGRAM

4.1 INTRODUCTION

This Chapter of the Blythe SRTS Plan establishes the City of Blythe and Blythe Elementary
School's SRTS work program. The Blythe SRTS work program accomplishes the dual tasks of
addressing the 5 E’s of the Georgia Safe Routes to School initiative and establishing a framework
for promoting safe walking and bicycling in the community. The 5 E’s of the Safe Routes to
School program serve as clear goals for the community to achieve while promoting walking and
biking to school as a healthy and safe alternative for children in Blythe.

Within this section, the 5 E’s have been converted into goal statements that are reflective of the
conditions in the Blythe community. Along with each goal a varying number of measurable
objectives and “community-preferred” strategies are listed that Blythe will seek to achieve when
implementing its Safe Routes to School plan. Details and parameters relating to each work
program objective and strategy can be found in Chapter 3.

The Blythe SRTS work program identifies the party(ies) that are responsible for ensuring
successful implementation of each strategy. Estimated costs are also listed for each strategy. It
is important to note that the work program assumes that Georgia Department of Transportation
(GDOT) SRTS funds are a viable funding source for each strategy. Other funding sources listed
in the work program may be considered as supplements to SRTS funds or alternatives if SRTS
funds are unavailable.

4.2 POTENTIAL FUNDING SOURCES

The Blythe SRTS Plan work program presumes that all proposed strategies are eligible for
funding via application to the Georgia Safe Routes to School program. It is apparent however,
that in order to fully fund the ambitious work program proposed within this Chapter, Blythe will
also need to consider other potential funding sources. This Section provides'an overview of the
three most apparent and significant funding sources that may be available to Blythe.

4.2.1 Georgia Safe Routes to School Program Funding

The Safe Routes to School program has enjoyed a significant increase in popularity due to the
commitment of earmarking funds for its application. The federal SRTS Funding Program was
established in August 2005 as part of the most recent federal transportation re-authorization
legislation--SAFETEA-LU. This law provides multi-year funding for the surface transportation
programs that guide spending of federal gas tax revenue. Section 1404 of this legislation
provides funding (for the first time) for State Departments of Transportation to create and
administer SRTS programs which allow communities to compete for funding for local SRTS
projects.

The SRTS Program is funded through $612 million in Federal aid to State Departments of
Transportation over five Federal fiscal years (FY 2005 - FY 2009). The following amounts will
be apportioned to the GDOT over the next three funding cycles: $3,499,747 (actual in 2007),
$4,329,880 (expected in FY 2008), and $5,415,787 (expected in FY 2009). To receive funds for
infrastructure and non-infrastructure projects, the school must submit a completed Safe Routes
to School Plan to GDOT.

Non-infrastructure programs refer to four of the 5 E’'s of the SRTS program: Evaluation,
Education, Encouragement and Enforcement. Infrastructure projects are related to the
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planning, design, engineering, improvements and construction of facilities and structures.
Infrastructure projects must be completed within a two mile radius of a school with grades K-8.
Equipment costs may include: off-street bicycle parking, signage on school property, portable or
temporary speed monitoring devices, and other items as approved on a case by case basis by the
SRTS Project Review Panel and the GDOT.

For infrastructure projects, the sponsor or GDOT, depending on project location, must provide a
letter of agreement from the state, city or county jurisdiction agreeing to maintain the project. If
the project is located on a state road, GDOT will agree to maintain the project. If the project is
located on a local road, not a state road, the local jurisdiction will agree to maintain the project.
For the most efficient and cost-effective project management, GDOT will centrally manage the
design, right of way, and construction of the infrastructure projects.

4.2.2 Transportation Enhancement Program

Because of the competitive nature of the SRTS funding process, Blythe should consider other
potential funding sources, such as Transportation Enhancement (TE) Program. The
Transportation Enhancement Program is part of the Federal Aid Highway Program. Historically
within Georgia, every two years there has been a call for TE applications. The following activities
may qualify for TE funding:

Provision of facilities for pedestrians and bicycles

Provision of safety and educational activities for pedestrians and bicycles

Acquisition of scenic easements and scenic or historic sites including historic battlefields

Scenic or historic highway programs including the provision of tourist and welcome

center facilities

Landscaping and other scenic beautification

e Historic preservation
Rehabilitation and operation of historic transportation buildings, structures, or facilities
including historic railroad facilities and canals

e Preservation of abandoned railway corridors including the conversion and use there of
for pedestrian or bicycle trails

e Inventory, control and removal of outdoor advertising

e Archaeological planning and research

¢ Environmental mitigation to address water pollution due to highway runoff or reduce
vehicle-caused wildlife mortality while maintaining habitat connectivity

e Establishment of transportation museums

The TE Program is a reimbursement program not a grant. A Sponsor (City/County) must incur
the initial expense before funds will be reimbursed by the GDOT. The maximum amount of TE
funds available is 1 million dollars per project. The TE Program will pay up to 80% of a total
project cost. The Sponsor (City or County) is responsible for the remaining 20% of the total
project cost. Local match may be cash, materials, in-kind services, or property.

4.2.3 Community Development Block Grants
Another funding source Blythe should consider is Community Development Block Grants

(CDBG). Although this program is not directly related to sidewalks and other bicycle/pedestrian
infrastructure improvements, some elements of the work program maybe applicable if likened to
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to an eligible activity.

The Georgia CDBG Program is administered by the Georgia Department of Community Affairs.
CDBG applications are due in the early spring and awarded in the late summer. A community
can apply for a CDBG every year if they had not received an award in the prior year.
Communities that receive CDBG awards must typically sit out one application round before
reapplying for additional funds. The maximum amount available per applicant is $500,000 for a
single-activity application and $800,000 for a multi-activity application. Grants up to $300,000
do not require local matching funds. Grants of $300,000 to $500,000 require a 5 percent local
funding match. Grants of more than $500,000 require 10 percent local matching funds. The
following are a few in the wide range of eligible activities:

Housing Improvement projects

Public Facilitates improvements (water and sewer lines)

Building Acquisition or Improvements (health center, head start center, senior center)
Economic Development

All projects have to benefit 70 percent or more low-to-moderate income persons. Eligible
applicants are selected for funding based on those having the greatest need and adequately
addressing the needs of the low-to-moderate income persons. It is possible that sidewalks and
other pedestrian facilities proposed in the Blythe SRTS work program may be linked to an
overall infrastructure improvement project located in an eligible area.

4.3 BLYTE’S SRTS WORK PROGRAM

Given that sufficient resources to immediately undertake all recommended improvements are
unlikely to be available, the practical approach involves phasing the implementation of physical
improvements to maximize their utility. The recommended phasing of short-term and long-
term infrastructure and non-infrastructure projects proposed in the SRTS plan are listed in
Blythe's SRTS Work Program. An estimated cost or range of costs for each task is also
provided.

Blythe Elementary School
Safe Routes to School Plan
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CHAPTER 4: BLYTHE'S SRTS WORK PROGRAM

infrastructure improvements, some elements of the work program maybe applicable if likened
to an eligible activity.

The Georgia CDBG Program is administered by the Georgia Department of Community Affairs.
CDBG applications are due in the early spring and awarded in the late summer. A community
can apply for a CDBG every year if they had not received an award in the prior year.
Communities that receive CDBG awards must typically sit out one application round before
reapplying for additional funds. The maximum amount available per applicant is $500,000 for a
single-activity application and $800,000 for a multi-activity application. Grants up to $300,000
do not require local matching funds. Grants of $300,000 to $500,000 require a 5 percent local
funding match. Grants of more than $500,000 require 10 percent local matching funds. The
following are a few in the wide range of eligible activities:

Housing Improvement projects

Public Facilitates improvements (water and sewer lines)

Building Acquisition or Improvements (health center, head start center, senior center)
Economic Development

All projects have to benefit 70 percent or more low-to-moderate income persons. Eligible
applicants are selected for funding based on those having the greatest need and adequately
addressing the needs of the low-to-moderate income persons. It is possible that sidewalks and
other pedestrian facilities proposed in the Blythe SRTS work program may be linked to an
overall infrastructure improvement project located in an eligible area.

4.3 BLYTE’'S SRTS WORK PROGRAM

Given that sufficient resources to immediately undertake all recommended improvements are
unlikely to be available, the practical approach involves phasing the implementation of physical
improvements to maximize their utility. The recommended phasing of short-term and long-
term infrastructure and non-infrastructure projects proposed in the SRTS plan are listed in
Blythe's SRTS Work Program. An estimated cost or range of costs for each task is also
provided.
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CHAPTER 4: BLYTHE'S SRTS WORK PROGRAM

BLYTHE’S SRTS WORK PROGRAM

Education Goal: Teach children about the broad range of transportation choices,

instruct them in important lifelong bicycling and walking safety skills, and launch
driver safety and pedestrian safety campaigns in the community.

School Year Fundin
Project” 2007- | 2008- [ 2009- | 2010- [ 2011- | Responsibility | Cost | "¢ V070
2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012

Objective 1: Increase student knowledge of walking/biking safety as well as the health benefits
of an active lifestyle

. Blythe
A B'C%gjrzaefety X X X X X Elementary and $$é(())(()) %'O SRTS

City of Blythe '

Emphasize

B Walklng(blk_lng X X X X X Blythe S_taff SRTS
education in Elementary Time
curriculum
Partnership Wl_th Blythe
school and police Elementary and | $0.00-
C| toestablish X X X X X Y ' SRTS
A Blythe Police $250.00
walking safety
Department
course

D Parent sz_:lfety X X X X X Blythe N/A SRTS

campaign Elementary

Encouragement Goal: Use events and activities to promote walking and bicycling.

School Year

Funding

Project” 2007- | 2008- | 2009- | 2010- | 2011- | Responsibility | Cost Source
2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
Objective 1: Promote walking and biking to school.
Participate in
Kids Walk and Blythe $0.00-
A Bike to School X X X X X Elementary $250.00 SRTS
Day
B Form a c_arpool X X X X X Blythe N/A SRTS
committee Elementary
Organize a
" . Blythe $0.00-
C Walkénu%?chool X X X X X Elementary $250.00 SRTS
Bicycle safety Blythe $0.00-
D rodeo during X X X X X Elementary and $50'0 00 SRTS
Blythe Fever City of Blythe )

* See Chapter 3 for complete project details.

Blythe Elementary School
Safe Routes to School Plan
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CHAPTER 4: BLYTHE'S SRTS WORK PROGRAM

BLYTHE’S SRTS WORK PROGRAM

Enforcement Goal: Partner with local law enforcement officials and the school system

to create an atmosphere in the vicinity of Blythe Elementary School where

motorists/bicyclists and pedestrians will be respectful of traffic laws.

School Year

Funding

Project* 2007- | 2008- | 2009- | 2010- | 2011- | Responsibility | Cost Source
2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
Objective 1: Increase partnerships with local law enforcement agencies.
Increase law Blvthe Police
A enforcement X X X X X Dy Variable | SRTS/BOE
epartment
presence
Partnership with Blythe and
Richmond Richmond . Local
B County Sheriff’s X X X X X County Police Variable Funds
office Department

Objective 2: Increase driver awareness of the incre

associated with a school zone.

ased pedestrian traffic and reduced speed

Richmond

A | Additional X X X X X | countyBoard of | ¥1200/ | goE
crossing guard : hour
Education
Increase time of Richmond $15.00/
B [ crossing guard X X X X X County Board of h X BOE
: our
presence Education

Engineering Goal: Create operational and physical improvements to the infrastructure

surrounding Blythe Elementary School that promotes increased walking and bicycling

conflicts with motor vehicle traffic.

by children between their homes and school by reducing speeds and other potential

Project”

School Year

2007-
2008

2008-
2009

20009-
2010

2010-
2011

2011-
2012

Responsibility

Cost

Funding
Source

Objective 1: Improve the crosswalks located at the intersection of State Highway 88 and

Church Street to increase p

edestrian and bicyclist safety.

Curb and Gutter

in the Blythe
. . Elementary, $15,000-
A | intersection of X X City of Blythe $20,000 SRTS/TE
Church St and and DOT
Hwy 88
Blythe
Pavement Elementary, $1000 -
B markings X X City of Blythe $5000 SRTS/TE
and DOT

* See Chapter 3 for complete project details.

Blythe Elementary School
Safe Routes to School Plan
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BLYTHE’S SRTS WORK PROGRAM

Blythe
D Pedestrian X X Elementary, $200/ SRTS
crossing sign City of Blythe sign
and DOT
Blythe
Digital speed Elementary, $4200/
¢ detection devise X X City of Blythe device SRTS
and DOT
Closeigrtllll:ways Blythe
E | intersection of X X Elementary, | ¢4 000 | SRTS/TE
City of Blythe
Church St and
and DOT

Hwy 88

Objective 2: Add ne

w sidewalks that will all

ow for bicycle and pedestrian u

se by children

between Blythe Elementary School and concentrations of residences.
Sidewalk from Blythe
88 to Elementary, $20-
A Elementary X X City of Blythe $30/1t. SRTS/TE
School and DOT
Sidewalk on Hwy Blythe
88 from Church Elementary, $20-
B St. to Murrow X X City of Blythe $30/1t. SRTS/TE
Rd. and DOT
. Blythe
Sidewalk on Hwy
c | 88 from Church X X Elementary, | $20- | gorq/rp
St to US 1 City of Blythe $30/ft.
' and DOT
Objective 3: Repair/replace existing sidewalks in a manner that promotes bicycle and
pedestrian use by children.
Replace existing
sidewalk on Blythe
Church St from Elementary, $20-
Al Hwy 88 to the X | CityofBlythe | $30sft. | SRTS/TE
city park/ and DOT
downtown

Evaluation Goal: Assess the current conditions surrounding Blythe Elementary School

in order to complete an adequate and useful Safe Routes to School plan and to assess

progress and achievements made during the implementation phase.

School Year

Project” 2007- | 2008- [ 2009- [ 2010- [ 2011- | Responsibility | Cost FS“O”udr'C”eg
2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
Objective 1: Assess progress in implementation phases of the plan
A Parent/ student X X X X X Blythe S_taff Local
surveys Elementary Time Funds

* See Chapter 3 for complete project details.

Blythe Elementary School
Safe Routes to School Plan
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BLYTHE’S SRTS WORK PROGRAM

Conduct traffic Blythe Staff Local
B count X X X X X Elementary Time Funds
Objective 2: Identify success in the achievement of the overall goals and objectives
Document
number of
- . Blythe Staff Local
A participants in X X X X X Elementary Time Funds
various
programs
Conduct
attitudinal and Blythe Staff Local
B travel mode X X X X X Elementary Time Funds
surveys
Yearly Blythe Staff Local
¢ Evaluation X X X X X Elementary Time Funds

Blythe Elementary School

Safe Routes to School Plan
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Map 2: Blythe Elementary Attendance Boundary
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GIS Department
3023 Riverwatch Parkway, Suite A
Augusta, GA 30904-2016
www.csrardc.org
May 2007
1 2

Disclaimer of YWarranty: The Central Savannah River Area Regional Development Center
makes no warranty, representation, or guarantee of any kind regarding either any maps
or other information provided herein or the sources of such maps or other information.

The user expressly acknowledges that the Data may contain some nonconformities, defects,
The CSRA RDC is not inviting reliance on these Data, and the user should

[ city Limits
or errors
always verify actual data. The data and any related materials contained therein are
provided "as is'", without warranty of any kind, either express or implied. The mapping

displayed is intended to serve as a graphical representation of actual ground features

E Attendance Boundary
and is not intended to be used as a highly accurate survey-grade mapping product.
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Map 3: Existing Infrastructure

L School @ Signage
> Sidewalk

1 Deteriorated Sidewall

[] Crosswalk

riormacion prowibed heren or e sowrces of sudh mans o ofer Indonmantion

The wser expre sl sciono wisd ges Tt Tie Data may ©ntah some nonconion mbkes, detecs AT D s S
SRA RDC Is not Ivising rellanee on Shese Dats, and e user should "U‘—'_H“—"'Etdli!k"'g}- E:n—”
acousl data. The data and any relsted material cntained Terein e Augusta, GA 205042018
provided "as &7, withowt warranty of any kihd, efher express o implsd.  The mapping Wi Csrardc. org

dsplyed Is imended 0 serve &5 @ graphk@l represemcaton of sciual ground festures
and s not imended 0 b used as & Righy acouate survey-grads mapphg oroduct

Central Savannah River Area
Regional Development Canter
G5 Department

hi Riser Ansa Fegbnal Dewelopment Center
ames of ary kind regarding ether amy mans

May, 2007
0 0.045 0.09 0.18




Map 4: Proposed Infrastructure

=

Central Savannah River Area
Regional Development Center N
G5 Departrent
3023 Riverwatch Parkway, Suite A
Augusta, GA 305042018
Www.Csrardc. ong
May 2007

Proposed Pavement Markings

Proposed Signage

ly®E

School dsplyed Is imended o serve &5 @ graphk@l represematon of sciual ground festures
and s not imended 0 b used as a highy acouate survey-grads mapphg oroduct

Curb & Gutter Improvement Area

Proposed Sidewalks Wil

Page 33



Appendix A

City of Blythe

294 Church Street
Blythe, Georgia 30805
email: cityotblythe@comecast.net

Thomas C. Cobb Phone 706-592-6255
Mayor Fax  706-592-0511

March 22, 2007

Costa Pappis

CSRA Regional Development Center
3023 Riverwatch Parkway, Suite A
Augusta, Georgia 30907-2016

Dear Mr. Pappis:

The City of Blythe, Georgia would like very much to provide a safe route to school for
those children within our community that walk to school. A large portion of the walking
bath from the residential area to the school is along Georgia State Highway 88.

On Thursday, March 15, 2007, you meet with Mayor Cobb and Mayor Pro Tem Price to
discuss the availability of funding for the placement of sidewalks along this route. It is
my understanding that the Georgia Department of Transportation has a grant program
initialed “Safe Routes to School”, to which you feel our City is eligible. We are
requesting that CSRA Regional Development Center peruse this grant on the City’s
behalf.

If your office needs any additional information, please feel free to contact me at 706-592-
6255.

Yours truly,

5:/2%% (7

Loriann H. Chancey
City Clerk/Administrator

cc: Mayor Tom Cobb
Mayor Pro Tem Daisy Price
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Appendix B

Blythe Elementary Schoo!

290 Church Street Donald Williams Blythe, Georgia 30805
Principal Office: (706) 592-4090

March 16, 2007

To Whom It May Concern:

We heard about “Safe Routes to School” and we are interested in the program. It will be
great for our children that walk to school.

Sincerely, k

Donald Williams
Principal
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Appendix C

Dear Teachers,

The City of Blythe, Blythe Elementary School, and the CSRA Regional Development Center are working together to complete a Safe
Routes to School Plan. The purpose of the plan is to ensure the safety of children traveling to and from Blythe Elementary School. This
program will determine current and potential safe routes to walk and bike to school, suggest safety improvements to those routes, and
propose ways to encourage more children to use those routes. Your participation in this process by completing this survey will be
valuable in creating a safer community.

We need your help to determine how the students in your homeroom class got to school from April 30t through May 4th. For 5
consecutive days, please conduct a hand-raising survey asking the question, “How did you travel to school today?” Ask your class, “By a
show of hands, how many of you walked (biked/rode the bus/etc) to school today?” In the chart below, record the number of students

that walked, biked, bussed, carpooled, rode in the car, or took another means of transportation. The only important
distinction that you need to make is that of “carpool” and “car.” Carpooling is “riding in a car to school with at least
one other student that is not a family member.” Riding in the car is “arriving at school in a car with only family
members as passengers.” If a child traveled to school by another means of transportation, such as skates,
scooter, skateboard, etc., mark as other and write the mode of travel in the space provided on the right.

For example, “This morning | carpooled with my friend, Sally.” — CARPOOL
“My mom drove me and my brother to school.” — CAR
“l rode my skateboard to school.” -- OTHER

On Friday, May 4th, please return this completed survey in to Ms. Price’s box. If you have any questions, contact
Mandy Prior, CSRA Regional Development Center, at (706) 210-2000 ext 129. Thank you for your time!

STUDENT SURVEY: HOW DID YOU TRAVEL TO SCHOOL TODAY?

Grade:

4/30

5/1

5/2

5/2

5/4

Walk

# of Students: Teacher:

(If other, indicate specific

Bike Bus Carpool Car Other transportation type.)
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Appendix D

Safe Routes 2 SCHOOL

Dear Parent,

The City of Blythe, Blythe Elementary School, and the CSRA Regional Development Center are working together
to complete a Safe Routes to School Plan. The purpose of the plan is to ensure the safety of children traveling to and
from Blythe Elementary School. This program will determine current and potential safe routes to walk and bike to
school, suggest safety improvements to those routes, and propose ways to encourage more children to use those
routes. Your participation in this process by completing this survey will be valuable in creating a safer community.

If you have any questions, contact Mandy Prior, CSRA Regional Development Center, at (706) 210-2000 ext
129. Thank you for your time!

1. What is your child’s sex and grade level? (If you have more than one child
attending Blythe Elementary School, please fill out one survey for each child)

O Boy 0O Girl Grade

2. What is the approximate distance from you home to the school?
0 Yamile or less 0 1tol1l%2miles
O Yato Y2 mile O 1Y%2to 2 miles
L %2 mile to 1 mile I Over 2 miles

3. What is the street address of the home where your child lives?

4. How does your child usually travel to and from school? (Put a ¥'or X in the
appropriate boxes below)

To school in the morning...

Everyday | 2-3timesaweek | Once aweek | Occasionally

Walk
Bike
Driven
Carpool
Bus

From school in the afternoon...

Everyday | 2-3timesaweek | Once a week | Occasionally

Walk
Bike
Driven
Carpool
Bus

5. Do you feel that the school provides a safe place to store bikes?
O Yes O No

6. Do you have concerns about traffic safety along your child’s route to school?
0 Yes O No




7. If you answered yes to question #6, please elaborate on your concerns about
traffic safety. Include specific streets or intersections that are problematic.

8. If you drive your child to school, why do you make that choice? (Mark all that
apply. If you do not drive you child to school please skip to question #9)
Safety Convenience
Drop off on way to work Too far to walk
Lack of or incomplete sidewalks High speed vehicles
Child is to young Child would not obey safety rules
Bad weather Backpacks are too heavy
Carrying projects or musical Tardiness
instruments Scary people
Lack of safe crosswalks Unfriendly dogs
Lack of safe place to store bikes [1 Other

OO0 OOoOoood
ogooooood

9. Please finish the following sentence using the options listed below. Mark all that
apply. If you already allow your child to walk or bike to school, skip to the next
question. “I would allow my child to walk or bike if”:

O Accompanied by other [1 Safety training for students
children [l More effective crossing guards

O Accompanied by other 0 Improved sidewalks and bike paths
parents [0 Secure bike storage was available

O Cars slowed down O Other

10. Please finish the following sentence using the options listed below. Mark all that
apply. If your child is already in a carpool to school, please skip to the next
question. “I would let my child carpool if”:

I 1 was familiar with the driver
[0 Someone organized it
O Other

11. Would you be interested in volunteering to help set up or maintain a walking or
biking program?
O Yes O No

12. If you answered yes to #11, please provide the following contact information:
Name:
Phone #:
Email:

Feel free to list any other comments or concerns you may have on an additional sheet of paper.
Please have your child return this completed survey to his or her homeroom teacher or mail it to:

Blythe Elementary School
Attn: Safe Routes to School
290 Church St.
Blythe, GA 30805

All surveys must be completed and returned by May 4, 2007! Thank you!
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Parent Survey Results

0 Question #1 — What is your child’s sex and grade level?
0 86 goys (47%) and 93 girls (51%)
Pre-kindergarten — 6.7%
Kindergarten — 10%
Istgrade — 19.4%
2nd grade — 20.6%
3rd grade — 1.4%
4th grade — 13.9%
5t grade — 10%
0 Question #2 — What is the approximate distance from you home to the school?
Yamile or less — 4.4%
4 t0 2 mile — 5%
5 to 1 mile — 5%
1to1¥%2 mile —7.8%
134 to 2 miles — 8.9%
0 More than 2 miles — 65.6%
O Question #4a — How does your child usually travel to and from school (in the
morning?)
o Only two students, or 1.1 percent, walk to school in the morning. One
walks everyday and one walks occasionally.
0 No students ride their bikes to school in the morning
0 54 percent are driven to school in the morning
= 43.3 percent are driven everyday
= 5.6 percent are driven two to three time per week
= 5.6 percent are driven to school occasionally
0 2.8 percent of students carpool to school in the morning
0 53.3 percent take the busto school in the morning
= 47.8 percent ride the bus everyday
= 3.9 percent ride the bus two to three time per week
= 1.7 percent ride the bus occasionally
0 Question #4b — How does your child travel to and from school (in the
afternoon)?
0 3.9 percent of students walk home from school in the afternoon
= 1.7 percent walk home everyday
= 1.1 percent walk home two to three time per week
= 1.1 percent walk home occasionally
0 One student, .6 percent, occasionally rides his/her bike home in the
afternoon
0 47.8 percent, or 86 students, are driven home in the afternoon
= 35.6 are driven home in the afternoon everyday
= 2.8 percent are driven home two or three times per week
* One student is driven home once a week
= 8.9 percent are driven home occasionally
0 2.2 percent carpool in the afternoon
0 110 students, or 61.1 percent, take the bus home in the afternoon
» 56.7 ride the bus home everyday
= 2.2 percent ride the bus home two to three time a week
= 2.2 percent ride the bus home occasionally
0 Question #5 — Do you feel that the school provided a safe place to store bikes?

OO0OO0OO0OO0O0

o

o

O o0OOo0o
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(0]

99 parents (24%) said YES
37 parents (20.6%) said NO
32 parents (17.8%) were UNSURE
10 parents left the question blank

O Question #6 — Do you have concerns about traffic safety along YOUR CHILD’S
route to school?

6]
o

24.4 percent (44 parents) said YES
70 percent (126 parents) said NO

0 Question #8 — If you drive your child to school, why do you make that choice?

(0]

OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OOOOOOODO

(e}

Safety -- 47

Drop off on the way to work -- 32
Lack of or incomplete sidewalks -- 8
Child is to young -- 33

Bad weather -- 16

Carrying projects of musical instruments — 9
Lack of safe crosswalks — 7

Lack of safe place to store bikes — 4
Convenience — 38

To far to walk — 25

High speed vehicles — 16

Child would not obey safety rules — 2
Backpack are too heavy — 12
Tardiness -- 6

Scary people —13

Unfriendly dogs — 19

Other — 37

O Question #9 — | would allow my child to walk to school if...

(e}

O 00000

(0]

Accompanied by other children — 23
Accompanied by other parents — 26
Cars slowed down — 25

Safety training for students — 28

More effective crossing guards — 16
Improved sidewalks and bike paths — 31
Secure bike storage — 11

Other — 23

0 Question #10 — I would let m child carpool if...

o
o
(0]

I was familiar with the driver — 60
Someone organized it — 14
Other — 19
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Appendix E — Traffic Data

West of Elementary School on Church Street --East Bound

Monday | Tuesday | Wednesday | Thursday | Friday

12:00 AM 1 2 1 0 2
1:00 AM 0 1 0 1 0
2:00 AM 1 1 1 0 0
3:00 AM 0 0 1 0 0
4:00 AM 0 1 0 0 0
5:00 AM 1 2 0 0 1
6:00 AM 11 12 11 12 11
7:00 AM 36 41 42 39 38
8:00 AM 6 8 18 8 14
9:00 AM 8 6 18 12 15
10:00 AM 9 9 10 9 6
11:00 AM 13 3 16 8 7
12:00 PM 7 11 9 10 12
1:00 PM 7 14 14 8 16
2:00 PM 7 31 16 24 23
3:00 PM 9 10 12 17 18
4:00 PM 13 14 11 22 11
5:00 PM 13 17 21 20 17
6:00 PM 15 11 9 1 1
7:00 PM 12 17 11 10 13
8:00 PM 19 7 9 14 12
9:00 PM 7 7 8 3 6
10:00 PM 2 2

11:00 PM 0 2

TOTAL 197 227 240 232 235

Daily Travel — Church St. West Bound

Number Y%age
Daily Avg. (6am-8:59pm) 214.2 100.00%
AM peak Avg. 39.2 18.30%
PM peak Avg. 20.2 9.43%
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East of Elementary School on Church Street --West Bound

Monday | Tuesday | Wednesday | Thursday | Friday
12:00 AM 1 2 0 0 1
1:00 AM 1 1 1 1 1
2:00 AM 0 1 1 0 0
3:00 AM 1 2 1 2 2
4:00 AM 2 5 2 0 0
5:00 AM 4 5 4 4 5
6:00 AM 29 32 30 26 30
7:00 AM 239 247 224 239 225
8:00 AM 9 25 33 18 30
9:00 AM 9 15 27 19 18
10:00 AM 20 14 25 27 22
11:00 AM 20 10 29 16 14
12:00 PM 14 14 16 16 17
1:00 PM 36 42 41 48 42
2:00 PM 107 125 114 107 126
3:00 PM 32 19 36 36 25
4:00 PM 24 27 21 31 24
5:00 PM 40 37 41 36 38
6:00 PM 19 15 15 21 17
7:00 PM 17 18 11 10 14
8:00 PM 12 11 9 13 12
9:00 PM 9 4 6 4 5
10:00 PM 2 2 6 2 3
11:00 PM 3 3 3 4 3
TOTAL 650 676 696 680 674
Daily Travel — Church St. East Bound
Number %age
Daily Avg. (6am-7:59pm) 653.4 | 100.00%
AM peak Avg. 234.8 35.94%
PM peak Avg. 115.8 17.72%

Church Street Daily Travel — East & West Bound Traffic

Hours 6am-8pm
wk total | daily avg. daily %
East bound total 1071 214.2 24.69%
West bound total 3267 653.4 75.31%
Grand Total 4338 867.6 100.00%
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Church Street Peak Hours Traffic

Peak Hours AM (7am)

wk total | daily avg. | % of peak
East Bound 196 39.2 14.31%
West Bound 1174 234.8 85.69%
Total AM Peak 1370 274 100.00%
Peak Hours PM (2pm)
wk total | daily avg. | % of peak
East Bound 101 20.2 14.85%
West Bound 579 115.8 85.15%
Total PM Peak 680 136 100.00%

Church Street -- Elementary School Entrance

Monday | Tuesday | Wednesday | Thursday | Friday
12:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0
1:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0
2:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0
3:00 AM 0 1 0 1 0
4:00 AM 0 4 0 0 0
5:00 AM 7 7 8 8 8
6:00 AM 43 50 41 40 41
7:00 AM 243 236 264 216 226
8:00 AM 2 9 9 12 15
9:00 AM 6 4 12 5 1
10:00 AM 11 11 12 15 14
11:00 AM 5 5 8 6 9
12:00 PM 2 4 9 1 8
1:00 PM 17 11 16 19 15
2:00 PM 51 62 47 43 64
3:00 PM 14 11 1 10 9
4:00 PM 13 11 18 20 10
5:00 PM 32 30 39 26 32
6:00 PM 3 2 2 5 3
7:00 PM 1 2 1 2 1
8:00 PM 6 0 0 0 2
9:00 PM 2 3 0 0 1
10:00 PM 2 0 0 0 0
11:00 PM 0 2 2 3 2
TOTAL 460 465 499 432 461
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Traffic Data

Hwy 88

! TC Number:
{ RCLink:

| Beginning Milepoint:

‘ Ending Milepoint:
§ Midpoint:

’ 2005 Truck Percent;

| 2005 AADT:

2005 Count Typé‘: =

( 2005 Direction:

| 2004 AADT:

, 2004 Count Type:
} 2004 Direction:

§ 2003 AADT:

t 2003 Count Type:
2003 Direction:
2002 AADT:
2002 Count Type:
2002 Direction:

| 2001 AADT:

5 2001 Count Type:
: 2001 Direction:
2000 AADT:
2000 Count Type:
! 2000 Direction:
1989 AADT:

1999 Count Type:
‘ 1999 Direction:

§

i

2451008800 ;

1.7
2.54
212

2520

“Actual

NonDir
2748
Actual
NonDir
2974
Actual
NonDir
3223
Actual
NonDir
3057
Estimate
NonDir
3000
Estimate
NonDir
2890
Actual

NonDir

i
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