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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
|

State Route 21 (SR 21) is a northwestsoutheast major thoroughfare that
parallels the Savannah Port and provides direct access to Interstate 95 (I -
95) to the north and Interstate 516 (I-516) to the south. The limits of this
study are SR 21 from SR 25/Burnsed Boulevard to Grange Road, the majority
of which is in Garden City, Georgia as shown in Figure -1 SR 21 (a.k.a.
Augusta Road) is characterized by the presence of freight, low density retail
and fast-food restaurants, Mercer Middle and Grove High Schools on the
west side of the corridor, and industrial developments on the northern end
of the corridor.

Over recent years, Garden City has seen considerable development and
redevelopment. Most notably for SR 21 within the study area, the Savannah
Chatham County Public School System is constructing a new KZ.2 campus at
the intersection of SR 21 and Pricilla D. Thomas Way which is the current

site of Groves High School. SR 21, a 7lane thoroughfare, is inundated with

access points and driveways to individual parcels, at times 2 -3 driveways
per parcel. Additionally, SR 21 within the study area , has experienced higher
than average vehicular and pedestrian crash rates.

Study Purpose

With the new school as a catalyst for redevelopment in the area, the
purpose of the SR 21 Access Management Study(P.l. No. 0017427)is to
analyze existing and future roadway conditions and provide
EUT CyyUAOAgi CAE gC AOOEUEE geéeU 1
multimodal improvements, streetscape elements, and economic

development. Access management goals include reducing traffic delay and
congestion, promoting properly designed access and circulat ion systems for
development, providing property owners and customers with safe access to

roadways, and pedestrian and bicycle travel.

Study Process

The study process included collection and analysis of existing data,
identification and analysis of future corridor specific needs, and
recommending improvements. To accomplish these tasks, stakeholders and
public meetings were conducted to identify specific needs along the corridor

and to fine-tune the recommendations in a way that best serves the
residents and business owners along SR 21.

Signalized Intersection

Figure % I Study Limits along SR 21

SR 21 Access Management Study 1



1.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS AND NEEIASSESSMENT

Typical sections and right-of-way (ROW) width vary along SR 21.The
existing between Minus Avenue and Smith Avenue is shown in Figure 1 2.
Some sections have curb and gutter, some have shoulders and ditches,
some have shoulders that extend into conti guous parking lots.

Sidewalks

There are no sidewalks on the northern segment of SR 21, between Grange
Road and Smith Avenue. The sidewalks provided south of Smith Avenue

vary in width. On the west side of SR 21 the sidewalk width expands to as

much as 8-10 feet. The sidewalk east of SR 21 varies between 46 feet. The
overall condition of the sidewalks along the corridor is in fair to poor

condition; with segments crumbling , overgrown with vegetation and no ADA
ramps.

Traffic Operations

Under 2021 existing conditions, all the signalized intersections are operating
above LOS D standard except for the intersection of SR 21 and GA 307,
which is operating at LOS E Several of the side streets along SR 21
experience excessive delay, potentially caused by the amount of through
traffic on SR 21 as well as the number of lanes turning vehicles must
traverse to make a left turn. Also, traffic flow is periodically interrupted
during the day as railcars cross at the railroad crossing that traverses SR
21, north of Brampton Road.

Safety

For all segments along SR 21,the crash rate is higher than the statewide
average for principal arterials as shown in Figure 1 3. The total crashes
along the 3.2 mile stretch of SR 21 between 2016and 2020 resulte d in a total
economic cost of over $22,195,000, approximately $4,450,000 per year.
Additionally, a Road Safety Audit (RSA) was conducted along the corridor
with representatives from the project advisory group to help identify safety
issues or concerns.

Access

The SR 2Icorridor , particularly between Minus Avenue and Smith Avenue,
has clusters of driveways near other driveways and/or intersections, which
can make it either difficult or confusing for vehicles to make their desired

turning movement at the driv eways. Figure 14 shows an example of the
driveway density along the corridor north of Priscila D Thomas Way.
According to the National Cooperative Higé IJAJ Vv UEUAET &
(NCHRP) Report Impacts of Access Management Technigues, driveway
density and crash rates show a strong correlatio n, which is evident for the

crash rates and driveway density along SR 21.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

LANDSCAPE SOUTHBOUND  SOUTHBOUND  SOUTHBOUND CENTER TURN NORTHBOUND MNORTHBOUND  NORTHBOUND LANDSCAPE
TRAFFIC LANE TRAFFIC TRAFFIC TRAFFIC

BUFFER STRIP TRAFFIC TRAFFIC BUFFER STRIP
WITH 5-10 FT nFT nFT nFrT nFrr nFT ner nFr WITH S FT
SIDEWALK SIDEWALK

SR 21 TYPICAL SECTION - NORTH OF MINUS AVE TO SMITH AVE

Figure X 2: Existing Typical Section on SR 21 (Smith Ave to Minus Ave)

Crash Rates along SR 21/Augusta Road

Segment 3 777

Corridor
e e e g e e
Versge

Statewide

Segment 2 617

| |
0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800 900
Crashes per 100 Million Vehicle Miles Traveled

Figure 1 3: Crash Rates along SR 21

W s

Figure 1 4: Driveway Density on SR 21 North of Priscilla D Thomas Way

SR 21 Access Management Study 2



1.2 PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT

The SR 21 Access Management Study was sponsored by Garden City. A
eEC6UT g AOIi ECEJ ¢EChe ~s G~
of constituents who have an interest in the long-term success of the
corridor. The PAG included representatives from:

Bike- Walk Savannah

Chatham Area Transit (CAT)

Chatham County

City of Garden City

Coastal Region Metropolitan Planning Organization (CORE MPO)
Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT)

Georgia Ports Authority (GPA)

Savannah Chamber of Commerce

Savannah Economic Development Authority (SEDA)
Savannah/Hilton Head International Airport

Savannah Chatham County Public School System (SCCPSS)

=4 =4 =84 -49_9_9_45_49_49-2-

The study team developed the recommendations outlined in the study
through extensive input from the public. Input was gathered through a
series of outreach events and public meetings. Through the engagement
process, the following goals were developed as a framework for the
recommendations for the corrido r:

1 Promote safety and efficiency for all travel modes given current and
projected future demand.

1 Reduce crash experience along corridor.

1 Improve bike/pedestrian infrastructure.

I Improve access and connectivity to alternate modes of travel such
as transit, biking, and walking.

1 Improve traffic operations at key intersections.

1 Promote economic development.

1.3 PLANNED PROJECTS

There are multiple planned and/or ongoing transportation investments that
potentially impact the SR 21 corridor. These include investments t o roadway,
operations, air cargo, rail, and port assets. The study team endorses the
need for these projects for improvements to capacity and connectivity
within the existing roadway network. A summary of the planned and
programmed improvements in the area is shown in Table 11

¢chi OUO ¢

Table I 1 Programmed/Planned Transportation Improvements

Project Name ~ Source

BEMBRERS CENeHoL TR EREER R KSR obeT y AGU e

p

SR 21 at Priscilla D Thomas WaySignalization GDOT
I-16 at + 95 Improvement Projects GDOT
Savannah Harbor Expansion Project GPA
Mason Mega Rail Project GPA

Savannah- Hilton Head
International Airport

Savannah- Hilton Head International Airport Air
Cargo Facility Project

1.4 RECOMMENDATIONS

Existing issues and concerns were identified through the public involvement
process as well as a technical evaluation of exist ing transportation
conditions and projected needs along the corridor. Concerns expressed by
members of the public included congestion, safety, pedestrian and bicycle
accommodations, heavy truck traffic, and queuing at the railroad crossing
caused by frequent ingress and egress of railcars to the port.

Based CA ¢ & i E Existipdh @dditidhs and Needs Assessment analysis,
highlighted in Section 4 of this report, and the goals developed during the
public engagement process, recommendations were developed th at address
the overall corridor, key intersections, streetscape elements, and economic
development.

The current cross-section for SR 21 between Smith Avenue and Minus
Avenue, the longest section of the study corridor , is shown in Figure 1-2. The
roadway is seven lanes with three travel lanes in each direction and a
center turn lane. There are sidewalks along both sides of the roadway,
which are any substandard condition for most sections .

The proposed cross-section for the corridor, shown in Figure 15, was
developed to utilize the existing right -of-way and pavement section as
efficiently as possible to accommodate all travel modes and to minimize
implementation costs. The proposed cross -section maintains three travel
lanes in each direction but also provides a center med ian with turn lanes at
major roadways to provide access to adjacent developments. Along both
sides of the road, 12foot multi-use paths are recommended to
accommodate both pedestrians and bicyclists.




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

PEDESTRIAN LIGHTING LANDSCAPED MULTI-USE
AND SIGNAGE MEDIAN PATH

MULTI-USE PATH WITH
LANDSCAPE BUFFER &
STREETSCAPING

k i
SOUTHBOUND ~ SOUTHBOUND ~ SOUTHBOUND LANDSCAPED NORTHBOUND NORTHBOUND ~ NORTHBOUND
TRAFFIC TRAFFIC TRAFFIC MEDIAN TRAFFIC TRAFFIC TRAFFIC
nFr NnFT nrr NnFT nFr nFr

MULTI-USE PATH WITH
LANDSCAPE BUFFER &
STREETSCAPING

Figure t5: Proposed Typical Section on SR 2XSmith Ave to Minus Ave)

The detailed list of recommendations and planning level cost estimates are
included in Section 6 of this report. A map of the proposed improvements
along the corridor is shown in Figure 1 6. The proposed improvements aid in
improving traffic flow and safety for vehicular traffic while concurrently
improving access to alternative modes of travel including walking, biking,
and transit. On average, the proposed recommendations could yield a
$1,70,000 reduction in crash costs per year and $300 worth of fuel savings
per year per road user.

Recommended improvements were classified as short -, medium-, or long-
term depending on implementation timeframe. The implementation plan
defines a path forward in terms of project phasing based on a prioritized
timeline. The timeline was established based on project cost, likely ease of
implementation and ability to satisfy project goals. The timeline is an
estimate and individual projects may be accelerated by i ncreased focus and
availability of funding. The implementation of the recommendations outlined
in this report will require strong partnership s among the various
stakeholders, both public and private, with interests along the corridor.

TYPICAL SECTION A

oW < B GROVES K-12 SCHooL [
\}05\"" § (UNDER CONSTRUCTION) [
W > \ > Q
o G % N
% \brz > Y
)
SR 21 - Draft Recommendations
Typical Sectian - Segment A
Typical Section - Segment B

Typical Section - Segment C

Study Corridar Limits

Multi-Use Path/ Sidewalk

—
—
—_—
e Planned/ Programmed Projects
—_—

% Intersection Improvements/

Pedestrian Crossings

Railroad Crossing s | S
© Patential Transit Stops ¥ . ' el
{Proposed by CATS) o 7

CORRIDOR-WIDE PLACEMAKING ELEMENTS

Figure % 6: Map of SR 21 Final Recommendations
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2.1 STUDY BACKGROUND

SR 21(a.k.a. Augusta Road)is a northwest - southeast major thoroughfare
that parallels the Savannah Port and provides direct access to Interstate 95
(I-95) to the north and Interstate 516 (I-516) to the south. The study limits
extend from SR 25/Burnsed Boulevard to Grange Road, the majority of the
study corridor is in Garden City, Georgia.

Over recent years, Garden City has seen considerable development and
redevelopment. Most notably for SR 21, he Savannah Chatham County
Public School System is constructing a new KZL.2 campus at the intersection
of SR 21 and Pricilla D. Thomas Wayconsolidating the school campuses of
Gould Elementary, Mercer Middle, and Groves High. Currently, SR 21, a 7
lane thoroughfare, is inundated with access points and driveways to
individual parcels, at times 2 - 3 driveways per parcel. Over the years, SR 21
within the study area has experienced higher than average vehicular and
pedestrian crash rates (number of crashes over a 5 -year time) as
compared to the state average.

2.2 STUDYPURPOSE

With the new school as a catalyst for redevelopment of the area, the
purpose of the SR 21 Access Management Study(P.l. No. 0017427)is to

INTRODUCTION

2.3 STUDY GOALS

Through the public engagement process, the following goals were
developed as a framework for the recommendations for the corridor:
1. Promote safety and efficiency for all travel modes given current and
projected future demand.
2. Reduce crash rates along corridor.
3. Improve bike/p edestrian infrastructure.
4. Improve access and connectivity to alternate modes of travel such
as transit, biking, and walking.
5. Improve traffic operations at key intersections.
6. Promote economic development.
2.4 STUDY PROCESS ANDIMELINE

Significant portions of the SR 21 Access Management Study involve
collecting and analyzing existing relevant data along the corridor including

identifying land use types, environmental resources, traffic operations,

crash data, and other physical characteristics of the study area .

To ensure that the specific needs of the community were incorporated into
the study recommendations, a project advisory group (PAG)was formed to
guide the technical and administrative aspects of the study. To obtain the
TCyyhAi g+ E | Asihegandheed$ dlong)SRI 24, (and itoEobtain
feedback on the initial set of improvement alternatives, two virtual public
meetings were conducted. Comments from the public meetings and project

analyze existing and future roadway conditions and  provide ~advisory group were incorporated into the final recommended
recommendations to AOOEUEE geu | CEEi OCE+ E C & nprévé medtd E AAO EAxUgJ
multimodal improvements, streetscape elements, and economic

development.

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) defines Access Management
AE géuU JeECATgi 1 U yAAAgGUYyUAg Cee
adjacent to all manner of roadways. Good access management promotes
safe and efficient use of the transporta tion network. Access management
goals include reducing traffic delay and congestion, promoting properly

designed access and circulation systems for development, providing
property owners and customers with safe access to roadways and fostering

veil

The implementation plan for SR 21 improvements was recommended to be
either short -, medium-, or long-term. Heavily congested or high crash
density areas were prioritized for short-term improvements, while less
briticAl Esectfohs! ofl Foad weré ireBamine 1gd€d far Anddium &oA lirig-dedink
improvements. The prioritized list of improvements was developed based on
a technical analysis and input from the public involvement process. The PAG
provided essential guidance and review oversight. The study team used
gwdance from these various groups to |dent|fy and evaluate approprlate
AT T UEE yAAAgUyUAg AAO yCIIU|gJ

safe pedestrian and bicycle travel. | O0J+ E ¢UAUE/

desires. Figure 2-1i U hEgGEAgQUE géU Egh
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INTRODUCTION

Public Engagement Timeline

April 2021

May 2021

June 2021

July 2021

September 2021

October 2021

November 2021

December 2021

January 2022

February 2022

Project Milestones

[

Data Collection

m

[ Existing Corridor Evaluation ]

[

Road Safety Audit

)

[ Needs Assessment Evaluation J

xisting Conditions & Needs Assessment

<

[ Alternatives Development ]

i

Alternatives Evaluation

1

Concept Development

N/

Final Recommendations ]

[

Cost Estimates

)

i

Implementation Plan

1

Final Recommendations

Final Report

-

Figure 2-1 SR 21 Access Management Study Project Timeline

2.5 PROJECT TEAM

The Coastal Region Metropolitan Planning Organization (CORE MPO)were
awarded discretionary PL funds by GDOT for the SR 21 Access Management
Study (P.1. No. 0017427) and partnered with Garden City to fund the study.

Table 2-1 SR 21 Access Management Study Consultant Team

Consultant Team

Prime Croy Engineering
Symbioscity Transport Studio
e Cambridge Systematics Marr Traffic

SR 21 Access Management Study 6



3.1 PUBLICPARTICIPATIONPLAN

Meaningful engagement of the community is critical to ensure that
residents, businesses, community leaders, and other s takeholders have an
opportunity to actively participate in the process and support the final

project recommendations.

The project was structured in two phases for community engagement to (1)
inform the development of the study and (2) present proposed
recommendations for feedback. For each phase, the project team hosted a
meeting with the Project Advisory Group (PAG) a public meeting, and an
online survey. All meetings, including the PAG and public meetings, were
held via Zoom due to the ongoing pandemic and to maximize convenience
for attendees.

The SR 21 Access Management Study adhered to the requirements and
EUT CyyUAOAgi CAE Chgui AUO i A geéeuU
goals of public participation for the SR 21 Access Management Corridor
Study are to:

1. Raise the level of awareness of how interested residents and other
interested parties can become involved in the Study.

2. Ensure that those interested in the Study have adequate,
appropriate, and meaningful opportunities to participate.

3. Utilize the Project Advisory Group to reach interested parties in the
community and within the planning area.

3.2 PROJECT ADVISORY GROUYPAG)

A Project Advisory Group (PAG) was established to provide critical input and
feedback regarding the development of the study. This group served as
ambassadors for the project by sharing information with their constituent
groups and encouraging members of the community to actively participate
in the planning process. The PAG consisted of key stakeholders, such as
agencies, local government partners, the school district, business owners,
operators and tenants, and relevant community organizations. The PAG
included representatives from:

1 Bike-Walk Savannah

1 Chatham Area Transit (CAT)
1 Chatham County

9 City of Garden City

-fva8s

Coastal Region Metropolitan Planning Organization (CORE MPO)
Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT)

Georgia Ports Authority (GPA)

Savannah Chamber of Commerce

Savannah Economic Development Authority (SEDA
Savannah/Hilton Head International Airport

Savannah Chatham County Public School System (SCCPSS)

= 4 A4 -8 -8 -2 -2

The project team held two workshop - style meetings with the PAG. The goal
of the each of the two meetings are sh own below:

1 Meeting 1: Develop Study Goals; Corridor Vision; Identify Needs and
Opportunities * May 132021,at 10 AM

1 Meeting 2: Seek Feedback on Draft Recommendations and Concepts
for Corridor * August 26,2021,at 2 PM
_sf+E shiail sAEgiilieAgi CA

The PAG meetings were held virtually via video conferencing as shown in
Figure 3-1 The project team managed meeting logistics, invitations to PAG
members, and developed meeting summaries. In addition to the PAG
meetings, conversations and/or interviews were held with key stakeholders
over the course of the study to provide feedback and guidance as
alternatives were evaluated for the study.

suUAA: ¢éuU

@- [P TN .. |

Project Overview

Project Timeline

Role of the Project Advisory Group
Existing Conditions

Access Management Overview
Live Polling

Next Steps

Figure 3- I Project Advisory Group Meeting via Video Conferencing



3.3 PUBLICMEETINGS

Public Meetings/Virtual Public Forums provide valuable opportunities for
members of the community to participate in the study process by providing
feedback at critical times during the development of the plan . It was
important to reach out to members of the public that actively use the study
corridor as a connecting transportation route . Meeting notices were also
provided for key stakeholders to post on th eir websites.

The project team held two public meetings during the study process. The
goal of the each of the two meetings are shown below:

1 Meeting 1l:Introduce the project scope and timeline, and focused on
the development of study goals (May 25,2021at 6 PM)

1 Meeting 2: Present draft concepts and recommendations for the SR
21 corridor * December 9,2021,at 6 PM

The public meetings were held virtually via video conferencing. The project
team managed meeting logistics, invitations to PAG members and general
public, and developed meeting summaries.

3.4 OUTREACH METHODS AND TOOLS

Owing to the COVID 19pandemic, citizens were provided multiple platforms
and avenues to engage virtually in the development of the study, including
online surveys, website updates, virtual public forums, and social media
posts. These efforts formed the basis of the public engagement effort, which
used a combination of tools to capture citizen views without using
traditional public open house meetings due to pandemic restrictions .

3.4.1 PROJECT SPECIFIC WEBPAGE

A project webpage was hosted on the MPC/CORE MPO website
(https://iwww.thempc.org/Core/SR21Access). Information for the project
webpage was provided by the project team and updated by MPC staff. This
website provided a central resource for the community and stakeholders to
learn about upcoming meetings, view project resources and presentations,
and participate in online surveys.

3.4.2 EMAIL BLASTS

Email blasts were distributed throughout the study process to inform
citizens of the virtual public forums and provide information to the survey
links. Email blast updates included information on the plan status , dates and
information on upcoming virtual public forums and alerts to take the online
surveys.

3.4.3 PRESS RELEASES/NEWS COVERAGE

Press releases were advertised on the CORE MPO and the Garden City
webpages, respectively. Additional, WTOGTV (WTOC 11), a Savaaim news
station, ran a news story as well as a supplemental article on their webpage
OUgAiui Ag géU e&i EEg éhlail yUOUgi Ag AAC
and online survey. An image from the local news story in shown in Figure

3-2. Savannah Morning News also posted an article on the study following

the second public meeting as shown in Figure 3- 3.

RESIDENTS ASKED FOR FEEDBACK ON HIGHWAY 21 | WTPC
GARDEN CITY

JUTTINIANY WEATHER ), METTER ¥ 73° cLear

/
Figure 3-2: WTOC News Coverage May 25, 2021


https://www.thempc.org/Core/SR21Access

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Garden City, Georgia
SUBSCRIBE NOW : 6

b b ol E)savannahnow  Sapannah Morning Netvs. may 20,2021-@

On behalf of the Chatham County-Savannah Metropolitan Planning Commission (MPC)/CORE
MPO, in collaboration with the City of Garden City, you are invited to join the upcoming virtual
community meeting to introduce the study to the community and gather feedback to inform the

News | Sports Entertainment Lifestyle Opinion USATODAY Obituaries E-Edition Legals o}

NEWS vision of the corridor.
03 ° SR 21 Access Management Study — Virtual Community Meeting
Study: Improving SR21 in Garden Tuesday, May 25, 2021, 600 pm. - 700 pm.
& = Via Zoom (Meeting ID: 954-4050-2374; Passcode: 983669)
Clty WO u I d rEd uce CI'aSheS 9 tl'affl C Meeting link: https://b... See more
L] ene
and improve walkability
The road is known for its heavy traffic, proximity to ports and lack of resources. I SR 21 Access Management Study I

The SR21 Access Management Study aims to ease pressures on residents.

Join us in the creation of a vision for SR 21 and the
of o address the
Nancy Guan comidor’s and safely,

. and
Savannah Morning News
i Join A Community Meeting
Published 5:29 a.m. ET Dec. 14, 2021
Meeﬂng Tuesday. May 25, 2021
e 600 p.m. - 7.00 p.m,
EfiE Voo meeting via zoom
: hittps://bitly/2Q71oP8
Meefing ID: 954-4050-2374
E o Passcode: 983649
Take A
Survey Online Survey
_ Web:
[Oh www surveymonkey.com/r/SR21Phase |
v Text: W, Y
iil : Send “sr2iphosel” 1o 833-382-1387 the COREAPO 1 colsbaicionwith 6
City of Garden City s undenaking the
Comment Siate Route 21 Access Manogement
onaMap Inferactive Map Study from K516 to Grange Rood
¢ Web: ~ /o n
Nyl hitps://wikimapping.com/SR-21- COREZX (mp [)_,
t “ Access-Manogement-Study.himi T T,
www,Ihempe.org/CORE

1440

Figure 3-3: Savannah Morning News Article* December 14, 2021

car Chatham Area Transit

= @ChathamTransit

3.4.4 SOCIAL MEDIA

CORE MPO, Garden City, CAT, and Bike Walk Savannah posted information
on their respective Facebook and Twitter pages to inform the community of from you as part of the State Route (SR) 21 Access
upcoming events, access to the online survey, and plan updates during the Management Study to provide a vision for SR 21 and
planning process. Figure 3-4 represents examples of the various social recommendations for Highway 21.

media posts.

Have ideas about how to improve Highway 21 between
I-516 and Grange Road? If so, they would love to hear

Get involved at thempc.org/CORE

Bike Walk Savannah .
May 25, 2021-Q
The Savannah-Chatham County MPC/CORE MPO, in collaboration with the Garden City, is

developing the State Route 21 Access Management Study to provide a vision for Highway 21.
Share your ideas at their upcoming meeting via Zoom TONIGHT at 6 p.m.

THEMPC.ORG

SR 21 Access Management Study

The Savannah - Chatham County MPC/CORE MPO, in collaboration with
Garden City, is undertaking the State Route 21 (SR 21) Access Management
Study from Interstate 516 to Grange Road. SR 21/Augusta Road is
characterized by the presence of freight, low density retail and fast-food

§ restaurants, and the...

Figure 3-4: Social Media Posts regarding SR 21 Study
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PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

3.5 ONLINE SURVEYS

Online surveys are a resource tool that can be distributed to the public and
stakeholders allowing the study team to gather more feedback by residents
and businesses affected by the study who were not able to attend public
meetings.

The first online survey wa s live from mid - May 2021 through the end of June
2021. The goal of the first survey was to gather input regarding challenges
and need improvements along corridor. Figure 3-5, Figure 3-6, and Figure
3-7 summarize some of the key findings from the first round of public
engagement.

Which Safety & Mobility Improvements are Needed along SR 21?

Reduce congestion | - T e, 3%
Traffic signal improverrerts [N T S = N
Reduce crash frequency [ T e wx e

[
2 Improve pavement striping and road signage | N S e m wm
%\rrprnvepedeslnanfatilixies(sidwalhs‘:rnssings,m:‘) | BT 8% A
S v rosd ghting . G S M an T
'§ Increase bicycle infrastructure [ N E T DSEI 7% T
=
More transit services | S ISR 56% oo [
Reduce the number of driveweys [Nz 7% B - TR - S
Reduce travel speeds [ CE NN NN o om0
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 0% 80% 90% 100%
Percentage

‘ wStronglyNeeded = Somewhat Nesded  Neutral s Somewhat Not Neaded = Strongly Not Needed ‘

Figure 3-5: Survey Results - Safety & Mobility Improvements Needed

Challenges/Concerns along SR 21

[ “Traffic Congestion” ooooooooon

SR -2a3anemns |

“Trains durfng rush houl
g DOOOOOoOON
“Heavy truck traffic’ oooo

“Ugly reads and overall area" oooon

“Lack of restaurants" 0 20 20 [0 “Lack of pedestrian crossing” I3 I3 I

“Sidewalks not wide enough”

“Speeding* I 11 4 “Not enough sidewalks" oog

“Lack of alternative streets and tie ins ) 0 120 “Sidewalks are unsafe” " I

“Lack of lighting” '3 1 “Jaywalking” 23 1

“Poor roadways" L0 21
“Need more natural elements” ] [

“Road is too wide" 1] 1

“Timing of lights® I3 [11
“Trains are too noisy" '3 L1

“Too many curb cuts' 73 1

Opportunities/Potential Improvements along SR 21

“Beautification & Streetscaping ™I NI

“improved train/traffic coordination  IFIEIEIEIEIEIEE
improvements* I EI RIS R

during peak hours* RN RNy

J

“Better signal timing* : :: 3 g : :

oOooo
“Widen/Improve sidewalks*
/imp: nooo

; OQoooycy
“Better/More turning lanes*
PMore turming lones' DIEIEIE]

“Install Bike lanes” [<]e]e]e]]

“Intersection specific traffic

“Install Multi-use paths* 3N ED EIED Improvements QOnOooQg

“Add Landscaped Medians* 20 0 20 10 “Redevelopment along corridor 3 0 3 0

“Park/Green space additions near oooo

residence areas* “Pedestrian crossing improvements* 1 E1 E1 1

“Intersection specific safety ooon

. “Better speed limit signage*
improvements* P ignage* EJ ERER

“Lessen traffic through residential
@ oo

areas* “Add alternate truck routes* "7 I 1

“More traffic lights* 0 3 £ “More bus stops* L 3 3

“Better truck traffic management* n n “Stormwater Management” n n

Figure 3-7: Survey Results * Opportunities/Potential Improvements

The second online survey was live from early December 2021through mid-
January 2022. The goal of the second survey was to gather input regarding

the proposed recommendations for improvement along the corridor.
3-8 highlights the survey find ings for the recommended improvements.

Summary of Opinion of Recommended Improvements

3%

= Strongly Disagree = Somewhat Disagree Neutral = Somewhat Agree = Strongly Agree

Figure 3-8: Survey Results * Opinion of Recommended Improvements

Figure

“Disregard for traffic signage® '} 1 “Trucks use center lane too much® 0 11

Figure 3-6: Survey Results * Challenges/Concerns
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EXISTING CONDITIONS AND NEEDS ASSESSMENT

4.1 LAND USE AND ECONOMIC ENVIRONMENT

4.1.1 EXISTING LAND USE

The SR 21 study area sits northwest of the City of Savannah and is primarily

in the incorporated area of Garden City from SR25/Burnsed Bou levard to GA

wo "CEgé Ce G wo zv 841 T E A

land use opportunities and challenges are representative of Garden City as

A nyecuuU AE OUETEilUO i A geuU =
Established in 1939 as abedroom community to the City of Savannah,
Garden City has experienced a significant shift from residential and light
commercial development to industrial development. The changing
dynamic in development has led to disinvestment in some of the older
neighborhoods within the City, encroachment of industrial land uses
proximate to residential areas, declining pockets of commercial and
retall businesses, and deterioration of structures. As a result, some
areas of the City are experiencing higher vacancy rates, declining
property values, and general property neglect.

Figure 4-1shows existing land use classifications based on tax assessor
parcel data. SR 21 proides access to significant industrial land uses in

Chatham County and serves as an alternate route to the Georgia Ports
Authority Port of Savannah. Attracted by the proximity to the airport,

Gulfstream Aerospace, and the port, industrial supply and machin ery
companies as well as warehousing/trucking and logistics companies are

GCl Agud CA géeuU 1 CEEi.Odnmergal useS Eopaeniradl
on the southern segment include gas stations, franchise and independent
fast-food restaurants, auto repair shops, banks, small shopping centers,
pawn shops, and hotels.

There are two public schools in the study area, Mercer Middle School and

Groves High School. The Groves High School site includes administrative
buildings, a gym, and stadium. Groves High School is currently being

redeveloped into a new K-12 campus, with a capacity of 2,400 students and
will include a stadium seating 2,500 people. The new Groves K-12 complex
will be a regional destination for school age students especially during
events at the facilities, likely promot ing redevelopment on SR 21.

hAi A

-igJ+ E

Beyond the commercial strip lining SR 21, there are single family
neighborhoods, with scattered multifamily residential uses. The
neighborhoods south of Smith Avenue were established as early as the
1930s. Residential development has been low density, with lots zoned as R-
1.Figure 4.1 shows the existing land use in the study area.

-

B 1

)

SR 21-
Existing Land Use (2020)

agriForestry [l Pubticnst

B cormercial

B conservation Transp/CommiLti

I teovy industrial [ Undeveloped

Water

Single-Family

Light Industrial
Multi-Family

B orice
B Foxrec

B State Route 21 Study Area

i camen city Boundary

0 0.075015 0.3 0.45 0.6
B N . Miles

Figure 4-1 Existing Land Use in Study Area
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4.2 EMPLOYMENT

Job centers are important destinations for travelers to, and through, the
corridor. Figure 4-2 shows all jobs in Garden City in 2018 (the most recent
data available) by Census Block as reported by the Longitudinal Employer -
Household Dynamics (LEHD) program. Several locations have more than
100 jobs, indicating a need for workforce access.

Figure 4-3 shows the jobs paying low monthly wages in the study area.
Each dot represents the number of jobs in the lowest and next lowest wage
category reported, equivalent to less than $15,000 annually (in yellow) and
between $15,000 and $40,000 annually (in red). People who work low-wage
jobs are more likely to rely on public transportation, shared rides, or biking
or walking to work.

Figure 4- 4 indicates commute patterns for those workers employed within 1
mile of the SR 21 study area by Census tract. The map represents 2018 data;
a similar pattern was observed in 2016 and 2017. Across Garden City, only
4% of employees who work in the City also live in the City. This pattern is
reflected along SR 21, where just over 2% of workers live within 1 mile of the
corridor; most area workers live to the north in Effingham or Port
Wentworth, or to the south in suburban areas in Savannah and
unincorporated Chatham County. Primarily middle-aged higher income
earners are commuting from Effingham, southwest Chatham, and Bryan
Counties. Low wage workers are primarily traveling from Port Wentworth,
northwest Savannah, and unincorporated Chatham County.

Employment within 1 mile of the corridor (by Census tract) is primarily
goods- producing and relatively high wage. However, as Figure 4-3 shows,
along SR 21, lowwage jobs are predominant in the commercial corridor.

EXISTING CONDITIONS AND NEEDS ASSESSMENT
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Figure 4-2: Jobs by Census Block, 2018
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EXISTING CONDITIONS AND NEEDS ASSESSMENT

GRANGER?

SR 21 Transit - Land Use Analysis
Census Tracts
Where Workers Live, 2018
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Figure 4-3: Jobs Paying Low Wages by Census Block, 2018
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EXISTING CONDITIONS AND NEEDS ASSESSMENT

4.3 FUTURELAND USE

Major manufacturing, warehousing, and trucking uses in the area
surrounding the SR 21 corridor will continue to impact its land use and
transportation. The Port of Savannah is home to the largest single -terminal
container facility of its kind in North America and is the 3rd fastest growing
port in the nation. With the ongoing Savannah Harbor Expansion Project
(SHEP), theport: E G AGmOT@rinal will accommodate larger container
vessels with fewer weight and tidal restrictions. SHEP is projected to be
completed this year.

The Georgia Ports Authority (GPA) is expediting plans to add more than 1.4
million twenty -foot equivalent units (TEUS) in annual capacity at Savannah
because it now expects to handle 6 to 7.5 million TEU a year by 2023. Just 20
years ago, the port handled 851,000 TEU annually.(Szakonyi, 2021) GPA
expects to report an 18 percent year-over-year increase in container

volumes to 5.2 million TEU for its fiscal year ending in June 2021. That
equates to approximately 800,000 TEU more than the same period a year
ago, with 500,000 TEU alone flowing through Savannah in March. Both rail

and truck traffic are expected to grow because of this expansion.

The Savannah Economic Development Authority (SEDA) reports high
demand for industrial sites near the airport, port, and Gulfstream
Aerospace, located to the northwest of the corridor. Figure 4-5 shows
generalized future land use from Comprehensive Plans in the area. As the
corridor redevelops, commercial destinations on SR 21 will incr ease the
need for workforce transportation to and from the study area. Other trips
for shopping and services are also likely to increase. The new Groves High
School complex at Priscilla D. Thomas Way will both increase traffic before
and after school and increase traffic for special events at the stadium.

Garden City has a need for affordable housing as noted in the
Comprehensive Plan and Urban Redevelopment Plan. Increasing density
and diversity of housing types, and encouraging mixed use, will promote
walking and biking trips. If density is encouraged as housing redevelops,
there will be a viable market for the retail services that residents and
workers are requesting.

Workers will also increasingly commute through the study area on their
way to Savannah from residential areas to the north. For example, projected
residential growth in Effingham County (170% from 2020 to 2040 according

2 . . 4 g A R u
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commute traffic on SR 21 in the future.
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4.4 ZONING

Figure 4-6 shows generalized zoning in the study area. Zoning along the
corridor reflects preservation of historically residential areas south of
Smith Avenue and in the West Highway 21 residential redevelopment areas.
However, there are several parcels zoned industrial that are shown as
residential in the Future Land Use map. There is an opportunity to rezone
ECyU eAETUUE ¢gC 1 U 1CAEi EgQUAg Wi ge
There are currently no overlay districts or other land use policies in the
corridor other than base zoning districts shown below. Residential zoning is
primarily low -density single family, with limited opportunity for increased
density or housing types such as duplexes, garage apartments, or carriage
houses. Limited housing density reduces affordability and limits the
efficiency of alternative modes of transportation. Without the density to
support restaurants, pharmacies, and other services, local businesses have
no viable market. Without a sufficient market for public transportation,
scattered stops serve fewer passengers. Image 4-1 and 4 2 shows various
land uses along the corridor.

Image 4-2: Single Family Homes on Oglesby Avenue West of SR 21
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Figure 4-6: Zoning in Study Area




4.5 ECONOMIC ENVIRONMENT

Regional population and economic growth are expected to place increasing
demand on SR 21 and the arterial network overall. Growth in tourism, port
throughput, light and heavy industry, and supporting sectors will all impact
the corridor. As travel volumes increase due to commuters, freight, and the
new school complex, transportation infrastructure should balance the
needs of all road users to promote desired economic growth. Congestion,
and a lack of workforce mobility overall, limit the attractiveness of t he
corridor to investors and employers.

To encourage reinvestment, areas within and near the study area have been
designated as economic incentive zones by Garden City and the City of
zAI AAAAg: zv k1 EChgée Ce siéUyA+UE: E
ReOU| UuaCey UAg EUA i A GAEOUA -igJ+E -Cy
shown in Figure 4-7.

Prior to the Comprehensive Plan, Garden City adopted an Urban
Redevelopment Plan (URP) in 2016 to provide the City with tools to
encourage improvement within the study corridor. The URP is designed to
promote public and private partnerships to encourage re development and
revitalization. As described in the previous section, the City developed the
URP to encourage compatible development and redevelopment of blighted
and/or underdeveloped areas. Figure 4-8 shows urban redevelopment
areas and economic incentive zones designated by Savannah and Garden
City.

The relative value of land in the study area confirms that several parcels

have high potential for redeve lopment, even before the planned school and
industrial developments are complete. Figure 4-9 shows several parcels
where the 2020 assessed value of improvements is less than 130% of the
GAAOr E &=Ai E yAE+Ug 1 AuhU: MA geéeuUu yAe"
redevelopment than the lighter -colored parcels. Note that most of the
commercial parcels lining SR 21 have a high market value relative to the
improvements (or buildings) located there. These parcels would tend to
redevelop while achieving a return for investors. Redevelopment at this

scale represents an unprecedented opportunity to shape the character of
geU 1 CEEi OCE gC¢ EUxol g geU 1CyyAAIgJdr
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Figure 4-8: Designated Economic Incentive Zones Figure 4-9: Redevelopment Potential based on Value of Improvements (2020
Fair Market Value)
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4.6 DEMOGRAPHICS

Understanding the demographic character of the corridor is an important
factor in identifying the key stakeholders and the influence on their travel
demands. This information along with other components was used when
developing alternative transportation i mprovements.

ECE géi E AAAGIJEIiE" -UAQUE @CE
Index (SVI) was used. SVI indicates the relative vulnerability of every U.S.
Census tract. Census tracts are subdivisions of counties for which the
Census collects statistical data. The census is conducted once every 10
years to provide an official population count. Census 2020 data is estimated
to be available after September 30, 2021. SVI ranks the tracts on 15 social
factors, including unemployment, minority status, and disability, and further
groups them into four related themes. Thus, each tract receives a ranking
for each Census variable and for each of the four themes, as well as an
overall ranking. SVI provides specific socially and spatially relevant
information to help planners better prepare communities to respond to
emergency events.

Figure 4-10 represents the overall vulnerability index and its associated

themes and categories.

Below Poverty
Unemployed

Income

No High School Diploma
Aged 65 or Older

Aged 17 or Younger
Civilian with a Disability

HOUSEHOLD
COMPOSITION

DISABILITY

OVERALL Single- Parent Households
VULNERABILITY Minority
zéUA+E 8Acuai B
puaul

Multi- Unit Structures
Mobile Homes
Crowding

No Vehicle

Group Quarters

HOUSING TYPE 4
TRANSPORTATION

Figure 4-1Q Vulnerability Index Themes
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The most recent estimates were the 2018 estimates, which were based off
the 2018 American Community Survey (ACS)* 5-year estimates data. ACS is
conducted every year and provides the most current information about the
social and economic needs of the community. All data presented are
estimates and do have a margin of error value associated with it.

The fug Gepsusfrads that abyt the BR 21, Jrach 1964 gnd 107, yiireapalipetl i
The census tracts are mapped in Figure 4-11 The population encompassing
the analysis zone around the SR 21 corridor is approximately 3,922 (Tract
106.1) and 25,257 (Tract 107) respectively. Tract rankings are based on
percentiles, perc entile ranking values range from 0 to 1, with higher values
indicating greater vulnerability. Census tract 106.01 has higher vulnerability
than tract 107. The estimates for each tract are displayed in Table4-1
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Table 4- 1 2018 Demographic Estimates (ACS 20142018)

G”“ﬁ RD

1BCensus 2BCensus
SAUAC0FUSS Tract 106.01 Tract 107
Population Estimate 3,922 25,257
Households Estimate 1,514 8,861
Housing Units Estimate 1,732 9,416

&

SR 21-

Demographics Analysis

State Route 21

Census Tract 106.1

Census Tract 107

0 0.0750.15 0.3 0.45 0.6
S W Viles

Percentage of Persons Below Poverty Estimate 16.96% 2.55%
Percentage of Unemployed Civilian (Age 16+) Estimate 3.54% 3.60%
Per Capita Income Estimate $20,088 $37,522
Pgrcentage pf Persons (Age 25+) With No High School 6.91% 4.36%
Diploma Estimate

Percentile Ranking for Household Composition Theme 0.9703 0.17
Percentage of Persons Aged 65 And Older Estimate 19.91% 6.61%
Percentage of Persons Aged 17 And Younger Estimate 7.50% 3.96%
Percentage of Civilian Noninstitutionalized Population 0 o
with A Disability Estimate Lo L8
Percentage o_f Single Parent Household with Children 18.23% 8.58%
Under 18 Estimate

Per_centage of Mlnorlty (All Persons Except White, Non 62.65% 45.23%
- Hispanic) Estimate

Percentage of Persons (Age 5+) Who Speak English 0 0
"Less Than Well" Estimate Rt OREn
Percentile Ranking for Housing Type / Transportation 0.4867 0.6747
Theme

Percentage of Housing in Structures With 10 Or More 231% 22 39%
Units Estimate

Percentage of Mobile Homes Estimate 10.05% 2.96%
At Household Level (Occupied Housing Units), More N .
People Than Rooms Percentage Estimate 0B AT
Hogseholds with No Vehicle Available Percentage 8.92% 0.11%
Estimate

Persons in Group Quarters Percentage Estimate 0 7.46%
Overall Tract Summary Ranking | 0.6935 | 0.3573 |

Figure 4-11SR 21 Census Tracts
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4.7 ROADWAYFACILITIES

4.7.1 ROADWAY CHARACTERISTICS

The study limits for the SR 21 Access Management Study extend from
Grange Road to the F516 ramp, approximately 3.2 miles in length. Per the
Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT) road classification map, SR 21
is classified as a principal arterial. W ithin in the study limits, the roadway
has a speed limit of 45 miles per hour (mph). SR 21 serves as a local main
street as well as a regional arterial, providing access from the Savannah
Hilton Head International Airport (with uncongested travel times
comparable to the interstate) and from suburban communities to the north
into downtown Savannah.

From the SR 21 merge with Interstate 516 to Minus Avenue, SR 21 has 3
lanes in each direction with a landscaped median. Heading north, from
Minus Avenue to Smith Avenue, SR 21 has 3lanes in each direction with a
two-way- center left-turn lane. Approximately 850 feet north of Smith
Avenue, SR 21 typical sections become twao lanes in each direction with a
center landscaped median as it approaches GA 307/Dean Forest Road
Bourne Avenue. Curb and gutter are present for most of the 3 -lane section
up to Smith Avenue, after which, curb and gutter is only present fronting
eAET UGUE+ ATTUEE ecCi AgE gC zv s
Freight trucks are a significant recognizable percentage of traffic along SR
21, particularly north of Smith Avenue approaching SR 307. Throughout the
length of the corridor, the presence and width of sidewalks vary with no
pedestrian facilities north of Smith Avenue, which is discussed in the
multimodal section of this report. Image 4-3 to Image 4-6 show photos of

the roadway facilities along SR 21. Image 4-5: SR 21 Looking South towards Rommel Avenue

Tl 5 o el

Image 4-3: SR 21 Looking North at Minus Avenue Image 4-6: SR 21 Looking Southbound South of GA 307
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4.7.2 INTERSECTIONS

There are a total of 24 intersections within the limits of this operational

study of which 20 were identified as significant for analysis . There are five
signalized intersections along the corridor, all other unsignalized

intersection are side -street stop contro lled (SSSC). There is one railroad
crossing that traverses SR 21 just north of Brampton Road. There is also a
railroad crossing on the west leg of SR 307 at the SR 21 intersection,
approximately 175 feet west of the eastbound approach stop bar. The
install ation of a new traffic signal has been approved by GDOT to be located BOURNE AVE
at SR 21 and Priscilla D Thomas Way and will be constructed as part of the (
new Groves K-12 School campus project. \ e

Figure 4-12E€ CODE géU ECAOWAJ i AQUEEUT gi CAE:+ prF O aw
the study area. For the operational analysis, Table 4-2 shows a list of all the
intersections that were identified as study intersections to be included in the
traffic simulation model. Image 4-7 to 4-9 shows images of intersections
along the corridor.

GRANGE RO

= \ ‘7@

Table 4- 2: Study Intersections for SR 21 Access Management Study

# Intersection Traffic Control

1 SR 25/Burnsed Blvd at SR 21 SB OffRamp SSSC
2 SR 21 at1516 EB On Ramp SSSC
3 SR 25/Burnsed Blvd at SR 21 NB OnRamp/I-516 WB SSSC
Off-Ramp
4 SR 21 at Oak Street SSSC
5 SR 21 at Leon Village Drive SSSC
6 SR 21 at Minus Avenue Signalized S
7 SR 21 at Prince Preston Drive SSSC &
8 SR 21 at Sparkman Drive SSSC SR 21 -
9 SR 21 at Duke Street Sssc Traffic Control
10 SR 21 atBrampton Road Signalized mes State Route 21 Study Area
11 SR 21 at Chatham Villa Drive/Bazemore Avenue SSSC Traffic Control
12 SR 21 at Russel Avenue SSSC X Railroad
13 SR 21 at Priscilla D Thomas Way/Private Driveway SSSC @  Minor Rd Stop !
14 SR 21 at Oglesby /Private Driveway SSSC $§  Traffic Signal
15 SR 21 at Rommel Avenue SSSsC V Yl 9
16 SR 21lat Big Hill Road/Varnedoe Avenue SSSC
17 SR 21 at Smith Avenue Signalized e e i 7 "
18 zv _s1 Ag -AEUJ Kiuui AEO: SSsC
19 SR 21 at Dean Forest RoadBourne Avenue (GA 307) Signalized Figure 4-12 Traffic Control on SR 21
20 SR 21 at Grange Road Signalized

SR 21 Access Management Study
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4.8 MULTFMODAL INFRASTRUCTURE

4.8.1 EXISTING TRANSIT FACILITIES

The SR 21 corridor public transit service is traditional fixed route bus

service with inbound and outbound stops. Figure 4-13 shows existing
service provided by Chatham Area Transit (CAT). While service hours were
adjusted due to the pandemic, route and stop locations have remained
consistent since 2019, except for one experimental stop that was piloted and
then removed from service. Monday to Saturday service is roughly from

5am until 10pm; Sunday service is from 10am until 7pm.

Route 3 and 3B serve SR 21. Route 3 travels up theSR 21to major industrial
/warehousing/distribution employers surrounding the interstate and airport.
Route 3B connects the Hudson Hill and West Savannah neighborhoods with
Woodville Tomkins High School, a grocery store, and other services. Route 3
and Route 3B both follow SR 21/Augusta /W Bay Street south from the study
area into downtown Savannah at the Joe Murray Rivers Intermo dal Transit
Center. Image 4-10 and 4 11 shows the CAT route bus stops.

Image 4- 10 CAT Route 3 Bus Stop on SR 21 North of Grange Road

X She. ¥y
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Image 4- 11 CAT Route 3Bus Stop on SR 21 at Prince Preston Drive

Image 4-9: SR 21 and Priscilla D Thomas Way Intersection

SR 21 Access Management Study
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Table 4- 3: Transit Ridership in the Study Area

March 2021 July 2019
AVG Weekday AvG Weekday 0
Stop Name Boardings and Boardings and Ch:r)1ge
Alighting Alighting

3rd & Minus WB 76 90 -16%
Carolan & Bay SB 35 45 -23%
Tuten & Rankin NB 1 1 -18%
JMR Transit Center* 2,319 4,160 -44%
W Bay & Albion EB 3 8 -65%
W Bay & Albion WB 3 7 -51%
Augusta & Brampton 29 78 -63%
Benton & Highlands 16 37 -57%
Brampton & Main WB 5 12 -62%

Davidson & Hwy 307 SB 3 3 0%

Gulfstream & Gulfstream Rd E 0 0 0%
Jimmy Deloach & Hwy 21 WB 0 2 -83%

* Ridership for multiple routes at Intermodal Center

4.8.2 PUBLICTRANSITNEEDSASSESSMENT

As aforementioned in the existing conditions analysis, the lack of bus stops
on SR 21 within the study area is noteworthy, missing the schools,
commercial areas, and housing on the corridor. Chatham Area Transit is in
discussion with Garden City to expand transit service, including adding
stops at commercial destinations and employers. Longer term goals include
service to additional employers and the City Hall mixed use district south of
the study area. While fixed route service is available on segments of SR 21,
the current pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure does not promote safe or
comfortable travel. Most transit stops are not accessible by sidewalks or
ADA ramps. Additionally, the existing bus stops lack facilities such as
seating, protection from sun and rain, trash receptacles, and lighting. Image
4-12shows the need for transit shelters and sidewalks.

Figure 4-13 Public Transit Routes Serving Study Area
Table 4-3E&€ CUE A1 UEA¢U Ei OUEEéi e EUeCEgUO 1J - ¢+E C¢EAéUkU AhgCyAgil
passenger counting system both pre - pandemic and during adjusted service.

All stops have experienced reduced ridership during the pan demic. Image 4- 12 Transit User at Bus Stop on SR 21North of Grange Road
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