e 7 Celebrate

DOUGLAS COUNTY GEORGIA

fiving... growing... prosperirg!

Comprehensive Plan Elements:

Introduction

Population

Economic Development
Housing

Natural Resources

Historic and Cultural Resources
Community Facilities and Services
Transportation
Intergovernmental Coordination
Land Use

Implementation

b DOUGLAS COUNTY GEORGIA

g

i
\k i =
i ) '
- o Ei
- ‘\‘_ ] E

prepared by RO SS+associates PUBLIC REVIEW DRAFT June 2004

== ’

fiving... growing... prospering!




Douglas County Comprehensive Plan
2004 to 2025

Table of Contents

BN T e s MR LY g \r
ll. ‘Iﬂ!fh"- W ion . o) -.-'

] s
e L ."sgtc-g-,,"m;*n .:.:(;: "23; “1% 1 Introduction
2. Population
3. Economic Development
4. Housing
e T e O M) T 5. Natural Resources
e N 1 s st T o
ey i, o mi“» \rsdl | 6. Historicand Cultural Re-
Ilmﬂas{.illr:;lm g)urces

7. Community Facilities
and Services Element

8. Transportation

9. Intergovernmental Co-
ordination

10.Land Use

11.Implementation

Douglas County Comprehensive Plan L



1. | ntroduction

u Overview of the Plan 1-1
[ Public Participation 1-1
District Meetings 1-2
Stakeholder Committee 1-2
u Growth Management Desires 1-2
Quality Growth 1-2
Efficient Growth 1-3
Fiscaly Sound Growth 1-3
Coordinated Growth 1-3
u The Vision 1-4
Results of thisvision will be: 1-4
[ Principles Guiding the Land Use Plan 1-4
u Interjurisdictional Cooperation 1-7
Consistency 1-8
Regional Development Policies 1-8
Quality Community Objectives 1-10
u The Planning Process 1-10
Step 1: Inventory and Assessment 1-10
Step 2: Statement of Needs and Goals 1-10
Step 3: Implementation Strategy 1-10
u Plan Elements 1-11
Population 1-11
Economic Development 1-11
Housing 1-11
Natural Resources 1-11
Historic and Cultural Resources 1-11
Community Facilities and Services 1-12
Transportation 1-12
Intergovernmental Cooperation 1-12
Land Use 1-12
Implementation 1-12
u Overview of the Plan 11
u Public Participation 1-1
District Meetings 1-2

Douglas County Comprehensive Plan Public Review Draft, June 2004 1-im



® | ntroduction

Stakeholder Committee

Growth Management Desires

1-2

Quality Growth

1-2

Efficient Growth

1-3

Fiscally Sound Growth

1-3

Coordinated Growth

1-3

The Vision

1-4

Results of this vision will be:

1-4

Principles Guiding the Land Use Plan

1-4

Interjurisdictional Cooperation

1-7

Consistency

Regional Development Policies

1-8

Quality Community Objectives

The Planning Process

Step 1: Inventory and Assessment

Step 2: Statement of Needs and Goals

Step 3: Implementation Strategy

Plan Elements

Population

Economic Development

Housing

Natural Resources

Historic and Cultural Resources

Community Facilities and Services

Transportation

Intergovernmental Cooperation

Land Use

Implementation

1-10

1-10
1-10
1-10
1-10

1-11
1-11
1-11
1-11
1-11
1-11
1-12
1-12
1-12
1-12
1-12

1-ii

Douglas County Comprehensive Plan Public Review Draft, June 2004



1. Introduction

B Overview of the Plan

The Douglas Comprehensive
Plan is a long-range plan for
guiding growth and develop-
ment in the County for the next
twenty years. The overal god
of the plan is to accommodate
growth in a timely, orderly, and
efficient arrangement of land
uses, public facilities, infra
structure and services that meet
the needs of the present and fu-
ture residents and businesses of
Douglas.

The County has been on the

forefront of planning for over two decades. The original Comprehensive Plan for the County was
developed in 1994. Since that time the County has experienced an extraordinary amount of growth
and development activity. Since the last update, numerous small area-planning studies have been
completed to address specific area issues. These studies, along with input from other agencies and
the public have been incorporated into this 10" year Update.

This update has been undertaken for several reasons. During the last 6 years the County has once
again experienced explosive growth, and therefore population and employment projections are
greater than projected in the 1994 plan. Only eleven years remain in the last plan’s planning hori-
zon—2014. Thus, this 10" year update brings the database up to the 2000 benchmark, and extends
the planning horizon to 2025.

B Public Participation

Utilization of typical and non-typical public participation tools were used extensively during
this 18-month update process to gain feedback from the public regarding the 10" year up-
date. The Public Involvement Plan (PIP) used innovate mixed media, such as stakeholder
meetings, facilitated public meetings, brochures, citizens surveys, email blast lists, county
wide mailings and web access to enhance the public’s involvement in the process, and to
reach as many citizens and businesses as possible. Full documentation of the process can be
reviewed in the “ Comprehensive Plan 2025 Public Involvement Plan (PIP)”.

Public meetings were held as follows:
Kick-off Public Hearing, January 2003
District Meetings (5), October 2003;
Board of Commissioners/Planning Commission all day Workshop-October 2003;
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Stakeholder Meetings-twice monthly September 2003 through May 2004;
Board of Commissioners/Planning Commission all day Workshop—May 2004;
District Meetings (6), June 2004; and

Transmittal Public Hearing, July 2004

District Meetings

The County held two sets of district meetings. The first set of 5 meetings was held in the beginning
of the process throughout the county in October of 2003. These meetings focused on the initial vi-
sion statement, goals and objectives, assessment of each plan element and initial issues, concerns
and general citizen comments. Survey sheets were distributed and written comments were recorded
from these meetings. These original meetings formed the basis for a revised vision statement, cur-
rent issues and general goals for the County.

The second set of 6 District meetings were held in June 2004 throughout the County. These meet-
ings focused on the actual plan document, including the community vision, goals & objectives, guid-
ing principles and the actual Future Land Use Plan map. Again a written comment form was dis-
tributed and written comments were recorded.

Stakeholder Committee

In order ensure that all aspects of the citizens and business of the County were represented in the
creation of this plan, a 45 member Stakeholder Committee was appointed by the Board of Commis-
sioners representing the diverse interests of the county, such as long time residents, new residents,
builders, developers, environmentalists, an historian, business owners, and agencies heads.

This committee met twice monthly from September through May to review and make comments to
both the Unified Development Code (UDC) and the Comprehensive Plan. They also received edu-
cational briefings from the City of Douglasville, the School Board, The Water and Sewer Authority
and the County Commission. Their participation formed the background of this Plan Update.

B Growth Management Desires

During the public review process and planning process several major theses emerged that were in-
corporated into this plan. These themes were consolidated into for areas as follows:

Quality Growth

Douglas County’s “small town” feel should
not be sacrificed as the County grows.

Economic and fiscal benefits should be
maximized, and the negative aspects of
growth should be minimized (traffic, envi-
ronmental).

The quality of new development should be
significantly improved. High standards for
residential and commercial development
quality should be implemented and enforced
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—i.e. land use compatibility, landscaping, signage, lighting, access management, traffic impact,
and environmental impact.

The protection of natural resources and the preservation of environmentally sensitive areas
should be a priority. Bear Creek and Dog River Basins need to be protected and enhanced.

Lower “gross’ densities should be preserved in the environmentally sensitive areas of the Dog
River and Bear Creek Basins. Innovative development techniques that support “smart growth”
such as master planned and open space devel opments should be encouraged.

Efficient Growth

Growth should be managed on the basis of available or planned public services and infrastruc-
ture. Infrastructure should be planned according to desired land use patterns on the future land
use plan map and not simply in reaction to market forces.

Public investment should be made in areas of more compact development, which therefore
would help reduce development pressures in environmentally sensitive areas.

Sewer services should be targeted to areas with commercial and higher density potential as out-
lined on the future land use plan map.

New development should occur in or around existing and proposed activity areas at densities
that promote an efficient utilization of land while being compatible with existing neighbor-
hoods.

Fiscally Sound Growth

There should be an appropriate balance between the growth of housing and businessin order to
assure long-term fiscal health. Land that is suitable for commercial or industrial usesis avalu-
able resource that should be discouraged from developing as residential .

The provision of sewer service in areas with potential for commercial, industrial development
and higher density residential is a high priority relative to new low-density residential sewer
service.

There should be a full and balanced range of housing opportunities provided to avoid an over-
concentration of any one housing type such as “starter” housing. A true balance of housing will
require more distinction between residential densities and unit types as well as a balance of
price points.

Coordinated Growth

Douglas County and its cities should continue to work towards mutually agree upon land uses
and provision of services around city boundaries.

Douglas County and its cities should continue to work towards a resolution of annexation is-
Sues.

The County and its cities should continue to plan for a coordinated system of Greenspace.
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TheVision

This plan update has been prepared within the context of
an overall vision and a series of guiding principles for
the County that emerged during plan development. This
vision guides the goals and strategies created under each
of the plan elements, as well as overall implementation
of the plan’s recommendations. The vision is smply
stated as:

Douglas County will greet the future, while at the same time pre-
serving its small town fedl, its safe and rural environment, its val-
ued historic and natural resources, and the continued creation of a
quality built environment, while maintaining and developing a rea-
sonable, balanced tax base.

Results of thisvision will be:

Maintenance of the small town feel and sense of com-
munity, while providing exceptional and responsive
public services and schools

Managed growth at a human scale in balance with the
rural environment, available Greenspace and existing
devel opment.

Development occurring in a fair and balanced manner guided by quality development stan-
dards, resulting in a built environment with pedestrian amenities, a connected street network,
and amix of commercia and residential land uses.

A diversity of people and life opportunities, including a
diverse selection of housing and employment opportuni-
ties so that residents can stay in the community as their
lifestyles change.

A cooperative, positive and progressive government and
community that work to preserve and strengthen those
gualities that makes Douglas County unique.

Principles Guiding the Land Use Plan

The following is a number of basic planning principles that guide designation of specific uses on
specific properties on the Future Land Use map. These are discussed below in preparation for pres-
entation of the Plan itself.

1-4
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Guiding Principle: Respect and maintain prevailing land use patterns

Because of the availability of water and sewer within
the municipalities, land use surrounding the cities is
more notably urban in character in contrast to the rural
portions of the county. Prevailing land use and zoning
patterns are well established by existing development
throughout the county and clearly indicate appropriate
use of nearby vacant lands. In-fill development isthere-
fore encouraged that would be compatible with sur-
rounding existing development. This guiding principle
interacts with the County's policies on corridor and vil-
lage center development to protect stable residential
neighborhoods while encouraging economic develop-
ment in appropriate locations.

Guiding Principle: Place medium density housing near village centers or integrated
into mixed-use developments.

Higher density, such as townhouses, du-
plexes, lofts, quadiplexes and small lot
single family housing, fills an economic
need for affordable and less-permanent
accommodations, and offers an opportu-
nity for transitions in land use intensities
between commercial centers and sur-
rounding single-family neighborhoods.
Extensive areas that contain over 100
units at high densities can have negative
effects, however. To avoid potential nega-
tive impacts, this plan disperses high-
density developments to small-scattered
sites and to mixed-use developments
where appropriate infrastructure can be provided. As a policy, Douglas County intends to encourage
medium density housing to be incorporated into mixed-use developments instead of stand-alone pro-
jects or within small stand-alone in-fill sites that have access to sewer and water. Attention to site
design that will create more livable communities in the future has been included within the Unified
Development Code.

Guiding Principle: Coordinateinfrastructureand land use

Because of unplanned growth over the last few decades and the
limited capacity of current water, sewer and transportation infra-
structure, it is extremely important that future land use decisions
are coordinated with current and proposed infrastructure to provide
the most efficient and cost effective use of the County budget.
Character areas are based on existing and proposed availability of
major Infrastructure and levels of service.
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Infrastructure planning is a two-step process. First, the Future Land Use Plan has taken current and
future infrastructure availability into consideration, and therefore has designated higher residential
densities, commercia and industrial uses in areas where current services exist or are planned. Sec-
ondly, the Future Land Use Map will be used as a guide for planning and programming future infra-
structure.

Guiding Principle: Protect Environmentally Sensitive Areas

Douglas County's water supply, tree
cover, natural habitats, open space and
other environmentally sensitive areas
are important to our future. As the re-
gion grows and develops it will become
increasingly important to accelerate ef-
forts to protect environmentaly sensi-
tive areas such as small water supply
watersheds, waterway corridors, wet-
lands, and aguifer recharge areas and
other natural areas. The recently pro-
posed Unified Development Code and
Greenspace Plan provide strong regula-
tions for the protection of sensitive ar-
€as.

Guiding Principle: Encourage industrial, office and commercial employment oppor -
tunitiesin appropriate locations

Douglas County's industrial and employment areas have excellent access to the State highway sys-
tem (limiting traffic impacts on county residents) and other infrastructure. Within the non-residential
character areas include business parks, office campuses, high tech and research facilities, wholesale
companies and showrooms, assembly or fabrication operations, business equipment supply or repair,
and distribution facilities for local or regional deliveries. The County should continue to develop
and program the appropriate infrastructure to support these uses.

Guiding Principle: Protect the capacity of major thoroughfares through nodal de-
velopment techniques

New commercia areas should be focused in nodes around major
intersections, rather than spread out lineally along roadways. Inter-
vening areas along major thoroughfares between nodes should be
developed or planned with residential subdivisions having reverse
frontage lots that back up to the thoroughfare. The demand for "big
box" development (uses similar to Home Depot, Sam's Warehouse
and Target that have a regional draw) should be integrated into
character areas, which have been identified along major thorough-
fares where traffic accessibility is optimized.

Guiding principle: Connectivity and Linkages

Require linkages between and internal to communities in order to
promote the use of aternative modes of transportation and commu-
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nity interaction. All new communities built within Douglas County will be built with sidewalks and
potentially trail systems that connect residents to amenities within the community and to the larger
world outside their community. Non-residential character areas are designed to promote “village”
and integrated “centers’ that will act as mini “town centers” for the residents of Douglas County.

Guiding Principle: Encourage innovative development tech-
niques

Master Planned Developments, conservation style open space subdivi-
sions, “village commercial centers,” mixed use development and other
innovative development techniques are encouraged throughout the
County within the recently proposed Unified Development Code, and
through the use of Character Areas within this Plan.

Where appropriate to a property's surroundings and infrastructure
availability, a mixing of use or housing types may be appropriate, as
outlined in the Unified Development Code. Mixed-use development al-
lows compatible land uses, such as shops, offices, and housing, to lo-
cate closer together and thus decreases travel distances between them.
Mixed-use developments should be at an appropriate scale for the loca-
tion.

Guiding Principle: Encourage redevelopment of obsolete, transitional or economi-
cally deteriorating areas

Obsolete or heavily impacted areas can devolve into slums unless viable alternatives are available
that can generate economically sound reuse of the area. Transitional residential areas (such as those
impacted by major transportation improvements) have been designated as a transitional corridor in
order to encourage their transition or redevelopment to appropriate
uses that will not disrupt the fabric of the neighborhood or the county.
To prevent further deterioration in the future, all new subdivisions are
required to have reverse frontage and adequate buffers along all arte-
rials, or roads planned for expansion.

This principle aso has specific and unique application to suburban-
style commercial developments that are being passed over by retailers
seeking more modern facilities or better competitive locations, dis-
cussed below. Older commercial areas should aso be upgraded coordinated and protected and re-
developed aong the “Main Street” village design concept. An important strategy to encourage rede-
velopment over excessive expansion is to discourage any new commercial rezoning that is not con-
sistent with the Land Use Plan Map, particularly for non-neighborhood type commercial nodes and
corridors.

B [nterjurisdictional Cooperation

One of the keys to the success of the comprehensive planning process in Douglas County stems from
the cooperative effort between the County, the region, the State, the Cities of Douglasville and Villa
Rica, and other active agencies within the county. An outline of this processis more fully described
within the “Intergovernmental Coordination Element” of this plan.
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Consistency

In taking on the major task of rewriting both it's Comprehensive Plan and creating a UDC, the
county wished to achieve consistency between various ordinances, and between ordinances and
comprehensive plan goals and objectives. This joint effort looked at current development patterns
and rates of growth, and investigated methods to achieve a balance between the natural and built en-
vironment of the county. Overall goals of the Regional Development Policies (RDP) and Commu-
nity Quality Objectives (CQO) were incorporated into the plan and implementation tools created
within the UDO. In addition, the timing, location and planning of capital facilities was reviewed in
terms of expected land use patterns.

Regional Development Policies

Within a regional context, the County realized that its current plan utilized traditional comprehen-
sive and land use methods and was inconsistent with ARC’s Regional Development Plan Policies.
During the RDP Update in 2002 it became apparent that a major rewrite of both its comprehensive
plan and development ordinances was necessary. ARC RDP Policies formed the foundation for
many of the guiding principles and goals and objectives used to develop policy within the county.

In proceeding with the rewrite of both the Comprehensive Plan and its development ordinances, the
county seeks to achieve several major goals that relate to the intent of ARC’ s Regional Devel opment
Policies:

Provide development strategies and infrastructur e investmentsto efficiently
accommodate forecasted population and employment growth.

A land demand analysis was performed to verify required land uses to meet the needs of fore-
casted population and employment growth for the County over the next 20 years. The Future
Land Use Plan Map was created using existing and planned infrastructure and the land demand
analysis to ensure that residential, commercial and industrial land was available to meet these
needs.

Guide an increased share of new development to the Central Business District,
transportation corridors, activity centersand town centers.

Douglas County does not have a central business district so this would not apply to the County,
although land use character areas have been designed to require non-residential development to
be concentrated within “villages’ and “centers.” New requirements within the newly adopted
UDC and quality standards within this Plan also encourage more “community” type develop-
ment.

A main objective of this plan was to review the existing development within the county, and to
determine appropriate and best uses of land for the future. A feature that the county would like
to explore is mixed use development and revitalization within aging corridors. There are sev-
eral areas within the county, such as Thornton Road and Bankhead Highway that present poten-
tial redevelopment opportunities. The plan and related ordinances looks at the use of innova-
tive techniques that encourage self-supporting mixed-use communities that are less dependent
on the automobile for minor trips.

I ncrease opportunities for mixed-use development, infill and redevelopment.

The previous comprehensive plan and development ordinances were based upon historic land
use planning techniques. Unfortunately most of these techniques encourage separation of uses
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and the promotion of the automabile. One of the primary objectives during this update was to
examine various innovative land use practices, such as mixed-use centers, traditional neighbor-
hood development and village centers. The comprehensive plan sets the tone for innovation,
while the UDC provides regulations in order to implement this goal.

This Plan includes several categories that specifically allow mixed uses, such as the transitional
corridor and mixed-use corridor. In addition, all villages and centers allow and encourage the
mixing of uses and the formation of mini “town centers.” Master Planned Developments were
created within the new UDC that allows a non-residential and residential mix within all new
zoning districts.

I ncrease transportation choices and transit-oriented development (TOD).

Douglas County is very committed to promoting alternative modes of transportation. The
Douglas County Ride Share Department has been very active in organizing vanpool routes, im-
plementing and staffing a multi-modal facility, and converting municipal vehicles to natura
gas. This organization will continue to market and promote ridesharing to residents through its
involvement in the regional organizations such as with GRTA and ARC, and participation in
the Clean Air Campaign & Commute Connections.

The transportation element included transit and non-motorized transportation. The new UDC
requires that all newly created public streets have sidewalks to provide pedestrian connections.
Linkages, both internal and external are required within all villages and centers. Through this
plan and related ordinances the County is encouraging land use patterns that coordinate trans-
portation accessibility and provide linkages.

Additional transportation choices will be more fully addressed in the proposed Comprehensive
Transportation Plan in 2005-2006.

Provide a variety of housing choices throughout theregion.

An intense analysis of housing needs was completed as part of the Housing Element of this
Plan. Based on these findings, the County provided for varied housing types as outlined within
that Element. In addition, the City of Douglasville provides a wide variety of housing types for
Douglas County residents.

Preserve and enhance the stability of existing residential neighbor hoods.

Appropriate land use transitions, buffers, landscaping and tree preservation and site design
were al included within this Plan. Character areas and land use locations were specifically de-
signed to protect existing neighborhoods.

Advance sustainable Greenfield development.
Master Planned and Open Space subdivisions were introduced within the new UDC. These de-
velopment options were streamlined and will be highly encouraged within the County.

Protect environmentally sensitive areas.

The County goes beyond the State’s recommended minimums in terms of stream buffers and
local permitting of non-jurisdictional wetlands. A Watershed Protection Overlay within the
Dog River Basin and portions of the Bear Creek Basins was created within the new UDC to ad-
dress this environmentally sensitive area that the County gets their drinking water.
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Create aregional network of Greenspace that connects acrossjurisdictional
boundaries.

The County is actively working with the Chattahoochee Hill County alliance to develop a
multi-county greenway and trail system, and has set up several subcommittees to define prop-
erty acquisition and locational needs.

Preserve existing rural character.

Preserving the exiting rural character and small town feel of Douglas County is the overriding
theme of the County’s Vision, Guiding Principles and Goals and Objectives. The “Rural
Places’ character area was designed to achieve this objective, in addition to encouraging master
planned devel opments throughout the county.

Quality Community Objectives

The primarily goal within the New Minimum Standards is to promote coordinated and comprehen-
sive planning between a community and its municipalities, a community and its regional and a com-
munity and the overall state goals and priorities. To further this goal, DCA developed and adopted
“Quality Community Objectives’ within each plan element as a refinement of the interim statewide
goals. The Quality Community Objectives must be considered in the planning process undertaken
by each local government. Goals developed in local government plans shall be consistent with these
initial statewide goals. The Douglas County Comprehensive Plan has incorporated these Quality
Community Objectives throughout this plan.

B ThePlanning Process

Georgia's Minimum Planning Standards and Procedures require that all local government
Comprehensive Plans follow a specific planning process in their development. This process consists
of the following three steps, as described by the Georgia Department of Community Affairs. The
results of these steps are interwoven into the plan elements that follow.

Step 1. Inventory and Assessment

In order to plan for the future, a community must know about its existing conditions. This step an-
swers the questions “what do we have as a community?’ and “What is good or bad about our com-
munity?’ Once completed, this step provides a picture of the existing conditions within a commu-
nity.

Step 2: Statement of Needs and Goals

Based upon the inventory and assessment, existing community needs are identified and goals for fu-
ture growth and devel opment are prepared. These goals provide guidance for the community and the
framework from which detailed policies and recommendations are developed. This step of the plan-
ning process answers the question “where do we want to go?’

Step 3: Implementation Strategy

This step combines all of the plan’s recommendations and describes how they will be implemented.
This step answers the question “How are we going to get there?” The Minimum Planning Standards
and Procedures also require that a Short-Term Work Program be prepared as part of the Implementa-
tion Strategy. The Short-Term Work Program is alisting of specific actions that a local government
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anticipates taking over the next five years to implement its plan. The Implementation Strategy and
its Short-Term Work Program is to ensure that the plan will become a working tool which will be
used to guide decision-making rather than being just another unused report on the shelf.

Two major fundamentals of the new DCA minimum standards are the incorporation of active public
participation throughout the process and increased interjurisdictional cooperation. How the County
achieved these state goals was outlined earlier.

B Plan Elements

The basic planning process is applied to each of the planning elements required in the State’s Mini-
mum Planning Standards and Procedures. The following briefly describes the elements of Douglas's
Comprehensive Plan—2025.

Population

This element provides the foundation for the plan. In order to plan for the future, the County must
have a general idea of approximately how many people to plan for. The Minimum Planning Stan-
dards and Procedures require that all local plans contain an analysis of historical population, esti-
mated population and projected population. Only Step 1, Inventory and Assessment, of the planning
process is applied to the Population element.

Economic Development

This element provides an inventory and assessment of the County’s economic base and its labor
force. An analysis of the past trends of the County’ s economic base and its labor force, as well as an
analysis of regional comparisons in these areas, will provide insight into the County’s economic
health. An understanding of the County’ s economy is necessary in order to develop goals and strate-
giesfor the County’ s future economic development.

Housing

This element provides an inventory and assessment of the County’s housing. The inventory includes
the age, type, condition, and location of housing units within the County. Based upon population
projections, a rough estimate of the number of additional housing units needed to house the
County’s future population can be made. Goals and strategies are developed to address existing
needs and the future provision of housing in the community.

Natural Resour ces

This element provides an inventory and assessment of the County’s natural features (topography,
wetlands, prime agricultural and forest land, plant and animal habitats, etc.) and water features.
Goals, objectives, and polices are devel oped to address the impact that future population growth and
its related development could have on these resources, as well as what role they could play in eco-
nomic development.

Historic and Cultural Resour ces

This element provides and inventory of historic resources and cultural resources, such as historic
homes, landmark buildings, and archeological resources. Goals, objectives, and polices are devel-
oped to address the impact that future population growth and its related development could have on
these resources, as well as what role they could play in economic development.

Douglas County Comprehensive Plan Public Review Draft, June 2004 1-11m
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Community Facilities and Services

This element provides an inventory and assessment of the various services that are provided by the
County, Fulton County or others. Existing needs are identified. The impact of future population
growth on public services such as police protection, water and sewer service, schools, and garbage
disposal is addressed. Goals and strategies are developed to address the future provision of commu-
nity facilities. This element formed a major foundation for the Future Land Use Plan Map to deter-
mine land use and infrastructure concurrency.

Transportation

Although roads, transit, sidewalks and bikeways are technically “community facilities,” their impor-
tance is recognized as a separate element of the plan. Extensive inventories, capacity analyses and
Level of Service assessment were performed to assess the quality of the existing network. Existing
needs and the improvements needed to serve future growth are identified, leading to goals and
strategies for future system expansion. The County considers the work done to complete this ele-
ment as Phase | of a Comprehensive Transportation Plan that will begin in 2005.

I nter gover nmental Cooper ation

This element provides an inventory and assessment of intergovernmental coordination mechanisms,
and identifies binding document and process that the county follows.

Land Use

This element provides an inventory and assessment of how land is used in the County. The esti-
mated acreage of each land use type is calculated and projections are made of the amount of land re-
quired for each land use type. Goals and strategies are developed to address existing land use prob-
lems and to address how the County’ s land should be used in future years.

I mplementation

This element provides a wrap up to the entire comprehensive plan, and the ways in which the plan
will beimplemented. A listing of implementation tools, goals and strategies and how to manage the
plan are included in this element, in addition to an updated 5 Year Short Term Work Program and
Accomplishments Report.

1-12
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Population

I ntroduction

This chapter provides basic information about Douglas County’s residents, including trends over the
past several decades, the population’s characteristics as of 2000, and forecasts of the future. When
combined with development opportunities and constraints contained in the Historic and Natural
Resources Chapter, this Chapter provides a basis for the Community Facilities, Housing and Land
Use Chapter of the Comprehensive Plan. Future population and household data, along with future
employment forecasts contained in the Economic Development Chapter, help determine demand for
housing and employment opportunities, infrastructure improvements, and land development patterns
that are consistent with the goals and policies established in the other Chapter of the Plan.

Located 28 miles west of downtown Atlanta, for the past decade Douglas County has been
increasing in population and housing growth. Growth in the southwestern portion of the Region will
continue and Douglas County will share in this continued pace of development, particularly as
growth appears to be shifting from the central portions of the region to the more rural counties to the
southwest and north. The
demography of this growth in
terems of  population and Table 1

household  characteristics is Population
discussed below.

Historic, Current and Future Forecasted

Population and

Household Trends and Total Unincorporated = Incorporated
Forecasts Year County County Areas
Between 1980 and 2000, the 1980 | >4.580 45,730 9,156
population of Douglas County 1985 62,270 51,882 10,388
aAmost doubled from 54.570 1990 71,120 59,256 11,864
persons to 92,174 peréons 1995 78,642 63,436 15,206
oo ' . 2000 92,174 71,717 20,457
Historicaly, the population ’ ’ ’
growth i‘gégg %acgoogecade 2008 | 124,698 93,032 31,666
f;tr‘;‘)’/ee” Congnstem WZ? 2009 = 129,766 96,367 33,399
approximately 30 percent per
decade. Although numerically 2010 135,089 99,855 35,234
population growth was higher in 2015 164,832 119,572 45,260
the unincorporated County areas 2020 200,054 143,087 56,967
between 1990 and 2000. overall 2025 240,758 170,398 70,360

population increase was the

highest in the incorporated
cities. with the popuIaIi onin the Total population for 1980 and 1985 from Woods & Poole

cities increas ng by 72 percent, Economics, Inc.; unincorporated population for 1980 and 1985
based on observed percentage for 1990.
as compared to a 21 percent

increase in the population of the
unincorporated area.
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Table 2

Households
Historic, Current and Future Forecasted

Total Unincorporated | Incorporated

Year County County Areas
1980 21,742

1985

1990 29,633

1995

2000 32,822 25,383 7,439
2005 40,160 30,228 9,932

Figures for the years 1980, 1990 and 2000 taken from the U.S.

Census.

the population increase combined with increasing
household sizes. The past trends in household
growth for the unincorporated County and
incorporated areas from 1980 to 2000, and
forecasts to 2025 beyond. As seen in Table 2-1,
population and housing growth between 1995 and
2000 continues the consistent rate of increase
established during the past 2 decades, but at a
dightly higher pace. This same period of the 1990s
has seen an increase in average household size,
particularly in the unincorporated County areas.

Population forecasts were made for the County
based on historic trends and second and third order
regressions. Regressions were carried out on a ten-
year and thirty-year base. From the resulting
projections, the forecasts that had the highest
likelihood, based on a comparison of regressions as
well as the thirty-year base, were selected. Annual
future growth was allocated to areas of the county
based on census tract data, including land
suitability and availability.

Based on commuting patterns, it is
estimated that daytime population in
the County is lower than the base
population. Of the 46,176 employed
persons in the County, only 16,924
remain in the County during the
day. The remaining 29,252 persons
residing in Douglas County
commute to jobs in surrounding
counties or out of state. An
additional 15,491 persons who live
in another county are estimated to
commute into the County for
employment, resulting in a daytime
population which is 13,761 persons
lower than the residentia
population.

The number of households doubled
between 1980 and 2000 reflecting

Population

250,000
225,000
200,000
175,000

150,000 f
125,000 ‘}f

100,000 fﬁ‘

. ..l'
75,000 ...'I'.
50,000
oo M“ﬂ"’v

Population Growth

1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015

=O—Douglas County —#— Unincorp. Area

2025

—e— Cities
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Table 3
Average Household

Historic, Current and Future Forecasted

Size

Total Unincorporated | Incorporated

Year County County Areas
1980 251

1985

1990 2.40

1995

2000 2.78 2.81 2.67
2005 2.73 2.76 2.63

Figures for the years 1980, 1990 and 2000 taken from the U.S.

Census.

Population on a countywide basis
is forecast to amost triple by
2025, from 92,174 in 2000 to
240,758. Population is expected
to increase to 170,398 in the
unincorporated area and 70,360
in the cities by the year 2025.
Although population within the
unincorporated areas of the
county will continue to grow and
more than  double, and
numerically continuesto hold the
majority of the population, the
incorporated cities are expected
to proportionally capture an even
greater percentage of the total
county population, more than
tripling their current population.
Household size within the
County is projected to dlightly
decrease between 2000 and 2025,
from 2.78 to 2.72. Similarly, the

household size in the incorporated areas (including Douglasville and portions of Villa Rica and
Austell), which are smaller than in the unincorporated County, are projected to decrease dlightly in
the future. The trend of larger households in the unincorporated County is forecast to continue
through 2025, with the overall household size reducing slightly to 2.77 persons per household.

B Comparison in Rates
of Growth

The unincorporated portions
of Douglas County have
outpaced the State of Georgia

Table 4

Population Growth Rate Comparison
County and State

County Rate

b . Unincorporated Growth State Growth as % of State
in its rate of gl’OWth In every Year County Rate* Population** Rate* Rate
fiveeyear increment since 1980 45730 5484436
1980, except for the period 1985 51,882 13.45% 5,962,716 8.72% 154.27%
between 1990 and 1995. 1990 59,256 14.21% 6,512,602 9.22% 154.11%
. 1995 63,436 7.05% 7,328,413 12.53% 56.31%
gn' n(;orporateq od Dofugl?s 2000 71,717 13.05% 8,234,373 12.36% 105.60%
ounty experienced a fairly
constant rate of growth 2008 93,032 3.54% 9,202,394 1.27% 279.55%
et”” ’ . (Y 3 ) . 0 R 0
between 1980 and 1990, 2009 96,367 3.59% 9,316,015 1.23% 290.41%
which  was  approximately 2010 99,855 18.97% 9430937 | 6.44% 294.32%
150% of the State growth rate. 2015 119,572 19.75% 10,024,612 | 6.29% 313.67%
Growth is anticipated to 2020 143,087 19.67% 10,636,675 6.11% 322.09%
incr between 2004 and 2025 170,398 19.09% 11,273,522 5.99% 318.80%
2010 on an average of 3.36%
to 359% per year, Wthh iS :i_‘arowth rate isforfive—year intervals except for the years 2005 through 2009.
250% Of the growth rate State population is from Woods & Poole Economics, Inc.
over
projected for the State.
Between 2010 and 2025, the
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growth rate is anticipated to exceed that of the previous years, at around 19%, which is
approximately 300% that of the State.

The development and growth outlook are positive for Douglas, growth is expected to increase at a
faster rate than was experienced during the 1980-2000 years, as land prices in the surrounding, more
urban counties continues to climb as devel opable land becomes more scarce. Reflecting this growth
trend, Douglas's population will continue to grow during the 25-year period at a higher rate than the
State.

In order to compare the future rate of growth in Douglas to its neighboring jurisdictions, forecasts for
the other jurisdictions were obtained from the Department of Community Affairs Plan Builder
(DCA). The methodology used by DCA for execution of the forecasts for the counties may take into
account different variables than the methodology used in the above tables to forecast the population
and household information for Douglas County. However, although the forecast is significantly
lower than that presented in Table 1-1, for purposes of consistency within the above comparison
table, the population forecast information for Douglas County reflects the methodology used by
DCA, not the forecast methodology presented in Table 1-1. As a result, general comparisons in
terms of rates of growth will be discussed, as opposed to actual population numbers.

Douglas County is located in the middle of the area that comprises the western and southern portion
of the Atlanta Region - Henry, Fayette, Rockdale and Clayton counties, and Paulding County
(outside of the ARC region). Table 5 shows the forecast population growth in the ARC region’s
southern, central and northern counties. Compared to the region as a whole, Douglas County is

Table 5

Population Growth
Douglas County and the Atlanta Region

% Increase

County 1990 2000 2010 2020 2025 2000-2025
Cherokee 91,393 143,232 191,579 240,922 266,340 86.0%
Cobb 450,812 612,150 771,011 935,128 1,019,940 66.6%
Gwinnett 356,609 594,742 756,999 924,138 1,010,520 69.9%
Fulton 649,309 820,788 867,960 924,918 956,717 16.6%
DeKalb 548,227 669,306 714,858 768,326 797,766 19.2%
Henry 59,892 120,863 159,268 198,561 218,813 81.0%
Rockdale 56,648 70,533 91,455 112,928 124,000 75.8%
Paulding 42,028 82,716 110,331 138,531 153,014 85.0%

Source: Woods and Poole
*Region is 10-county ARC region, plus Paulding County.

expected to grow at arate slightly higher that of the region as awhole, and over the next ten yearsis
expected to be a moderate growth area within the region. DeKalb, Fulton and Clayton counties are
forecast to have significantly lower rates of increase; Cobb and Gwinnett counties are forecast to
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have comparable rates of increase; and Cherokee, Paulding, Fayette, Rockdale and Henry counties
are forecast with higher rates of increase.

m AgeDistribution

Age distribution trends for the years 1980 to 2000 show that the age cohorts of 0-24 and 25 to 44
have contained the magjority of residents of Douglas County. In 1980 the population under 45 was
77.9%; in 2000 it had decreased dlightly to 69.9%. From 1980 to 2000 a proportional decrease has
been seen in the O to 24 cohort from 45.0% of the population to 36.5%. Over the same time period,
very minor increases are seen in the 25 to 44 age cohort from 33.0% in 1980 to 33.3% in 2000.
While the elderly increased in number between 1980 and 2000, the proportion of the population
above 65 has increased only from 6.3% to 7.5%. The age cohort with the greatest proportional
increase between 1980 and 2000 is the 45 to 64 age cohort, reflecting either an aging of families
aready residing in the County, or an in-migration of families during the 1980s and 1990s.

Age distribution projections, shown on Table 6, indicate the natural aging of the population over the
coming 20 years with slight decreases in the lower age cohorts and dlight increases in the older
cohorts. Although Douglas County’s population under the age of 45 will continue to dominate, the
projections show that in 2025 this age group will comprise 59.2% of the population, as opposed to
69.9% of the population currently. By 2025, the “middle age” cohort is anticipated to have increased
from 22.6% to 24.6% of the population, while the over 65 age cohort is forecast to comprise 16.2%

Table 6
Age Distribution

Historic, Current and Future Forecasted

Age Group 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025

<5 years 8.68% 8.45% 8.05% 7.88% 7.32% 7.03% 7.08% 7.10% 7.01% 6.98%
5t09 9.62% 8.27% 7.83% 7.76% 7.80% 7.12% 6.87% 6.97% 7.02% 6.95%
10to 14 9.97% 8.44% 7.90% 7.87% 7.91% 7.59% 7.00% 6.81% 6.93% 7.00%
15to0 19 9.13% 8.10% 7.67% 7.18% 7.22% 7.27% 7.02% 6.57% 6.45% 6.61%
20 to 24 7.60% 7.98% 7.50% 6.80% 6.31% 6.68% 6.82% 6.64% 6.28% 6.23%
25 to 29 8.98% 9.57% 9.01% 7.77% 7.20% 6.45% 6.50% 6.61% 6.48% 6.18%
50 to 54 4.30% 4.29% 4.73% 5.77% 6.82% 6.91% 7.28% 7.50% 6.65% 6.06%
55 to 59 3.52% 3.71% 3.70% 3.94% 4.88% 6.23% 6.42% 6.81% 7.07% 6.30%
60 to 64 2.84% 3.13% 3.04% 2.99% 3.35% 4.38% 5.49% 5.68% 6.03% 6.30%
65 to 69 2.30% 2.38% 2.45% 2.40% 2.46% 2.89% 3.83% 4.83% 5.04% 5.38%
70to 74 1.74% 1.81% 1.81% 1.85% 2.00% 2.04% 2.41% 3.22% 4.11% 4.32%
751079 1.20% 1.30% 1.36% 1.39% 1.42% 1.66% 1.70% 2.04% 2.76% 3.54%
80 to 84 0.61% 0.70% 0.79% 0.87% 0.92% 0.98% 1.16% 1.21% 1.47% 2.01%
> 84 years 0.48% 0.54% 0.58% 0.66% 0.74% 0.83% 0.97% 1.00% 0.92% 0.95%

Source: Woods & Poole Economics, Inc.

of the population. When combined, the increase indicates an aging of the population.

Within individual categories, the projections suggest a continuing proportional decrease in school-
aged children (5 to 14) a decrease in young adults (15 to 29), and a decrease in family age adults (30
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to 45) while Douglas's population continues to move into advanced middle age (45 to 65). Some of
the County’ s families will stay and grow older, their children themselves moving into adulthood and
moving away from home, while other families will defer having children until later in life..

The actual number of elementary/middle school aged children is expected to increase by amost 50%
over the coming twenty years. At the other end of the spectrum, Douglas County is not viewed as a
“retirement community,” although a greater number of older residents are expected to call Douglas
County home in the future. This is due in part to the lower cost of housing in the County as
compared to other areas of the ARC region. In addition, many older people are attracted and will
continue to be attracted to the County in order to relocate close to their grandchildren and other
family members.

A comparison to the age

distribution for the State =~ Table7 1L
of Georgia and the ARC Comparison of Age Distribution

region in 2000 he ps Distribution by County, Region & State

illustrate the population County as % of
characteristics of Douglas

County. The chart shows Age Group County Region* State Region* State

the percentage of the
population in Douglas
County’ the ARC region 5-14 15.75% 14.88% 14.94% 105.81% 105.37%
and the State by age

0-4 7.31% 7.37% 7.27% 99.12% 100.51%

15-19 7.23% 6.81% 7.28%  106.09% 99.26%
category (from Table 2).
Douglas County clearly 30-34 8.34% 9.08% 8.03% 91.85% 103.78%
has a higher proportion of
school age children than 35-44 17.86% 17.96% 16.53% 99.45% 108.00%
the State overaII, and a 45-54 14.24% 13.61% 13.19% 104.69% 107.97%

dlightly lower proportion

of adultsin the “traditional 55-64 8.20% 7.16% 8.08% 114.48% 101.50%
family” ages—25 to 44.
On the other hand, the
“middle age” groups (45
to 64) are overrepresented Sour;e: Year 2000 U.S. Censgs. County figures are for all of Douglas County.
In Dougl as County *Region is 10-county ARC region.

compared to the State and
ARC region. The County
has a dlightly higher proportional representation of the elderly than the ARC region, but is well
below that of the State.

65+ 7.55% 7.27% 9.59% 103.77% 78.70%

Racial Composition

Racial composition trends in Douglas County suggest a clear proportional decrease in the White
population between the years 1990 and 2000 from 91.3% to 78.9%, and clear increases in the Black
racial categories. During the 1990s, while total population increased by almost 30%, the Black or
African American population more than doubled its proportion of the population from 7.9% to
19.4%. Simultaneously, people of the Asian and Pacific Islander races grew proportionally from less
than 1% in 1990 to 1.4% of the population in 2000. The racial categories were modified somewhat
for the 2000 Census, allowing people to select either a single racial category (such as “White” or
“Black,” etc.) or a combination of two or more racia categories to more accurately reflect their
heritage. Persons of Hispanic descent are counted in one of the primary race classifications, such as
white or black. The proportion of personsin the County classifying themselves as of Hispanic origin
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isincreasing slowly, yet almost tripled over the past decade, from only 1.05% in 1990 to 2.92% in
2000.

Table 8

Race Distribution
Historic, Current and Future Forecasted

Race 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025
White 91.29% 85.13% 78.89% 76.71% 74.36% 72.03% 69.64% 67.09%
Black 7.93% 13.70% 19.40% 21.43% 23.54% 25.63% 27.73% 29.91%
Native American 0.25% 0.27% 0.36% 0.34% 0.31% 0.29% 0.27% 0.25%
Asian & Pacific Islander 0.53% 0.91% 1.35% 1.52% 1.78% 2.05% 2.37% 2.75%
Hispanic 1.05% 1.79% 2.92% 3.07% 3.17% 3.32% 3.60% 3.94%

The population is expected to continue the current trends in the next 25 years. The White population
is forecast to further reduce in proportional representation from 78.9% in 2000 to 67.1% in 2025,
with a subsequent increase in proportional representation in the Black category from 19.4% in 2000
to amost 30% in 2025. The Asian & Pacific Islander population is expected to double, yet remain
only a small proportion of the total at less than 2.8%. Those persons classifying themselves as of
Hispanic origin will slowly continue to increase proportionally, increasing to almost 4% of the
population.

Table 9

Comparison of Race Distribution
Distribution by County, Region & State

County as % of

Category County Region* State Region* State
White 77.30% 67.76% 65.07% 114.08% 118.79%
Black 18.50% 24.79% 28.70% 74.63% 64.46%
American Indian 0.40% 0.28% 0.27% 142.86% 150.65%
Persons of Hispanic Origin 2.90% 5.93% 5.32% 48.90% 54.55%

Source: Year 2000 U.S. Census. County figures are for all of Douglas County.
*Region is 10-county ARC region.
**'Other" includes multiple-race categories.
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There appear to be two major racial concentrations in Douglas County — White and Black, which,
although they are coming closer together proportionally in the County, the White population will
remain predominant. However, people of all races and ethnic backgrounds are fully integrated into
the Douglas community. As shown in Table 9, the County is less ethically or racially integrated than
the ARC region as a whole, or the State, with the proportional representation of the White
classification over 114% of the ARC region and 188% of the State, while the Black composition is
less than 75% of the region and under 64% of the State. Representation of all other ethnic groups,
with the exception of American Indian, are also well under the region and state representation.

Table 10
Educational Attainment
Historic and Current

Category 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000
TOTAL Adult Population 25 & Over 29,909 36,658 43,407 51,047 58,687
Less than 9th Grade 6,194 5,180 4,165 3,704 3,242
9th to 12th Grade (No Diploma) 6,560 7,201 7,842 7,833 7,824
High School Graduate (Includes Equivalency) 10,953 13,718 16,483 18,400 20,316
Some College (No Degree) 3,490 5,546 7,601 10,270 12,939
Associate Degree n/a n/a 2,092 2,587 3,081

Source: 1980, 1990 and 2000 figures from U.S. Bureau of the Census.
Note: Figures for 1985 and 1995 are interpolated from decennial data.

B Educational Attainment

Douglas County has a moderately educated work force that made significant increases between 1980
and 2000. In 1990, 34.4% of the adult population had some college education and above and 16.9%
of the population were college graduates, as compared to 1980 when 20.7% of the adult population

Table 11
Comparison of Educational Attainment
Year 2000 Percentage of Population

Surrounding Counties

Douglas Carroll Cobb Fulton | Paulding State of

Category County County | County = County @ County Georgia

Less than 9th Grade 5.52% 10.08% 3.87% 5.14% 5.11% 7.58%
9th to 12th Grade (No Diploma) 13.33% 18.87% 7.34% 10.85% 14.10% 13.85%
High School Graduate (Includes Equivalency) 34.62% 34.21% 20.75% 19.37% 39.07% 28.65%
Some College (No Degree) 22.05% 16.78% 22.43% 18.55% 21.90% 20.41%
Associate Degree 5.25% 3.55% 5.85% 4.70% 4.62% 5.20%
Bachelor's Degree 13.45% 9.79% 28.02% 26.65% 11.60% 16.00%
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had some college education and 9.1% were college graduates. By 2000, amost 50% of the
population had completed some college and above, and 24.5% had a college degree. In numerical
terms, the number of
adults with less than a
high school education

actually went down, Educational Attainment

while the number of

coll ege graduates Graduate degree |

increased five-fold Bachelor's degree |

duri ng the two Some college/Associate degree |
decades. \ \ \ \

High school graduate |
Douglas’s . Wprklng Not high school graduate | ‘ ‘ ‘ |
age population is less 1 1 1

educated than in many 0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40%
of the surrounding
counties;, and the
State. In terms of the
proportion of college graduates in 2000, Douglas County ranked number four out of six when
compared with four surrounding counties and the State. Considering the proportion of adults with at

least some college education, Douglas a so ranked number four at 46.6% compared to Fulton overall

Table 12
Educational Statistics
1995-2001

Category 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
H.S. Graduation Test Scores (All Components) 88.00% 86.00% 71.00% 72.00% 72.00% 73.00%  66.00%
H.S. Dropout Rate 9.00% 3.30% 5.70% 5.70% 4.00% 4.70% 4.80%
Grads Attending Georgia Public Colleges 29.60% 2840% 36.30% 35.80% 35.40% n/a 32.60%

Grads Attending Georgia Public Technical Schools 13.30% 11.40% 4.40% 4.40% 8.30% 7.90% 8.30%

(64.6%), Cobb (68%), Paulding (41.7%), and Carroll (36.9%), as well as the State of Georgia
(49.6%).

Educationa attainment indicators such as drop out rate and standard achievement test scores are

Table 13
Educational Attainment Indicators
Comparison with Selected ARC Counties and State 2001

Category Douglas State Cobb Fulton DeKalb Clayton Fayette Henry Rockdale Paulding
H.S. Graduation Test Scores (All Components) 66.0% 65.0% 76.0% 77.0% 62.0% 59.0% 84.0% 71.0% 69.0% 65.0%
H.S. Dropout Rate 4.8% 6.4% 3.5% 4.2% 6.4% 8.1% 2.0% 4.2% 3.5% 6.9%
Grads Attending Georgia Public Colleges 32.6% 36.1% 454% 40.8% 33.6% 353% 45.7% 43.9% 38.9% 29.0%
Grads Attending GA Public Technical Schools 8.3% 8.8% 6.3% 2.4% 3.5% 5.5% 4.6% 6.7% 5.9% 11.6%

Note: Paulding County is not included in the 10 county ARC region
Source: Ga. Department of Education.
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available for Douglas County. Over the past five years, it appears as though SAT scores in Douglas
County have dropped significantly, although the high school drop out rate has decreased by 50%
since 1995. As well, the number of graduates attending Georgia public colleges appears to be
holding fairly steady at dightly over 35%, while the number of students attending Georgia technical
colleges is decreasing since 1995, yet higher than the low in the 1997-1998 time period.

Comparable datais available for all of the counties within the ARC region, and adjacent jurisdictions
not within the 10 county region as well. For the latest full school year reported (2000-2001), the
Douglas County system was generally fairly comparable to the State as a whole. Although the
Douglas County system had a much lower dropout rate, and average SAT scores were marginaly
above the State average, the percentage of grads attending state public colleges and public technical
schools was lower. Statistics are not available to determine what proportion of graduates were
attending private or out-of-state colleges in order to ascertain if less grads were attending college, or
if ahigher proportion of grads from Douglas County were attending non-public Georgia schools.

Compared to selected other counties within the ARC region, Douglas County is at the lower middle
end of ranking for SAT scores, exceeding only Clayton, DeKalb and Paulding counties. In terms of
high school drop out rate, again Douglas County is at the lower middle end of ranking, exceeding
Clayton, DeKalb and Paulding counties. With the exception of Paulding County, Douglas County
ranks lowest for the proportion of graduates attending Georgia public colleges, but is one of the
highest for grads attending public technical schools. Overall, for a combined proportion of grads
attending Georgia public colleges or technical schools, Douglas County ranked fourth from the
lowest. Statistics were not collected to determine what proportion of graduates were attending
private or out-of-state colleges in order to ascertain if alower proportion of Douglas County grads
were attending college, or if a higher proportion of grads from Douglas County were attending non-
public Georgia schools.

One of the most important factors in employment development is the ability to provide an adequate
labor force. The data collected indicates that although there are adequate numbers of potential
employees available, skills and education levels lag below surrounding counties. Continued
economic growth and stability in attracting long-term industry investment within the County will
depend on increased educational levelsfor all age groups and degree levels.

B |ncome
The economic well being of families and households rose slowly for the residents of Douglas County
between 1980 and 2000. With a primarily service and retail oriented work force and the continued
attraction of lower and middle income households due to affordable housing prices compared to
Table 14 Table 15
Per Capita Income Household Income
Historic and Current Historic and Current
Average Per Capita Median Per Capita Average Household  Median Household
Year Income Income** Year Income* Income**
1980 $15,565 $6,520 1980 $49,744 $16,802
1985 $17,822 N/A 1985 $52,243 N/A
1990 $18,753 $14,096 1990 $54,505 $37,138
1995 $20,502 N/A 1995 $58,418 N/A
2000 $23,485 $21,172 2000 $65,440 $50,108
Source: * Woods and Poole Economics, Inc. 2003 Source: * Woods and Poole Economics, Inc. 2003
** Source: 1980, 1990 and 2000 Census ** Source: 1980, 1990 and 2000 Census
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other counties in the ARC region, in 2000 the residents of Douglas County were generaly less
prosperous than the State and region as a whole. Tables 14 and 15 show both per capita income and
average household income, for those years where data is available. Recent income

estimates for Douglas County by Woods and Pool Economics indicate that per capita income has
risen each year over the past decade. From $18,753 in 1990, it increased by 9.3% to $20,502 in 1995,

Table 16
2000 Household Income Estimates
Douglas County and State

Income Category Douglas County

Number Percent
0-$14,999 3,160 9.6%
$15,000 - $24,999 3,042 9.3%
$25,000 - $39,999 6,235 19.0%
$40,000 - $59,999 7,706 23.4%
$60,000 + 12,736 38.7%
Total Units 32,879

Source: 2000 Census

the city of Douglasville, which
increased from $30,275 in 1990 to
$45,289 in 2000. Household
income estimates from Woods and
Poole cite an increase in annual
household income (assuming a
household size of 4 persons) from
$54,505 in 1990 to $65,440 in 2000.
The Census humbers appear to more
accurately  reflect the income
characteristics of the population in
Douglas County, whereas the
numbers from the other data source
appear to closely approximate the
median family income of $65,000
assigned to the Atlanta ARC region
as a whole by HUD for purposes of
program administration. (Refer to
Housing chapter).

In comparing income distribution for
households, in 2000 amost 70% of
Douglas  County’s  households
earned between $25,000 and
$100,000 as compared to about 60%

100.0% 3,007,678

State

Number Percent
480,875 16.2%
369,279 12.3%
555,305 18.4%
604,362 20.0%
997,857 33.1%

100.0%

Table 17

and another 14.5% from between
1995 and 2000 up to $23,485.
Data provided by the 1980, 1990
and 2000 Census indicates a
dlightly different picture,
reflecting a dlightly lower per
capita income and household
income than the Woods and
Poole Economics data. According
to the Census, per capita income
of $14,096 in 1990 increased by
50% to $21,172 in 2000. The
median household income in
Douglas County, according to the
2000 Census, increased from
$37,414 in 1990 to $50,108 in
2000. The County income was
higher than the median income in

Median and Per Capita Income
Comparison of Selected ARC Counties

Median Per Capita

Median Household

County Income Income
Carroll $17,656 $38,799
Clayton $18,079 $42,697
Cobb $27,863 $58,289
DeKalb $23,968 $49,117
Douglas $21,172 $50,108
Fayette $29,464 $71,227
Fulton $30,003 $47,321
Gwinnett $25,006 $60,537
Henry $22,945 $57,309
Paulding* $19,974 $52,161
Rockdale $22,300 $53,599

* Paulding is not included in the 10 county ARC region
Source: 2000 Census
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of the households in the State of Georgia. Approximately 50% of Douglas County households had
incomes over $50,000, compared to 42% in the State of Georgia. At the lower end of the scale, only
9.6% of the households in Douglas County had incomes less than $15,000 in 2000, as compared to
16.2% in the State.

Douglas County median household and per capitaincome per the 2000 Census can be compared with
surrounding counties in the ARC region, including Paulding County Data indicates that Douglas
County falls within the middle of the income range, with four counties (Carroll, Clayton, DeKalb
and Fulton) having lower incomes, and the remaining six counties having higher median incomes.
However, Douglas County median household income is closely comparable to the median household
income of Paulding and Rockdale counties. In terms of median per capitaincome, Douglas County
is within the mid to lower end of the range, with three counties (Carroll, Clayton and Paulding) with
lower median per capita incomes. The remainder of the counties have per capita incomes which
exceed that of Douglas County, although the median per capita income in Henry and Rockdale
counties is fairly comparable. When compared to the State, the median per capita income in the
State is amost identical to Douglas County, at $21,154, athough the median household income in
the Stateis lower, at $42,433.

Assessment — Population

Overall, Douglas s citizens are somewhat more affluent than the State overall, yet lower than most of
the counties in the ARC region, reflecting a slow movement of middle and upper income families to
the County in recent years. Over these past 20 years, some 17,079 housing units have been built in
the County, including ailmost 8,330 units in the past decade alone. The following summarizes the
findings regarding the County’ s present and future population.

Douglas's population doubled between 1980 and 2000, and is forecast to add another 57,872
units by the year 2025, almost tripling the current stock to accommodate an additional 148,600
persons.

The development and growth outlook are positive for Douglas, therefore growth is expected to
increase at a comparable, if not somewhat increased rate, to that experienced during the 1980-
2000 years.

The number of households will grow at a dlightly higher rate than the population, based partly
on a glight decrease in the projected household size, and a higher proportion of single or two
person households as the population ages. By the year 2025, the ratio of occupied dwellings to
population will be greater than in 2000.

Age distribution trends for the years 1980 to 2000 show that the age cohorts of 0-24 and 25 to
44 have contained the magjority of residents of Douglas County, from 77.9% in 1980 to 69.9% in
2000. The age group 35 to 54 years old comprises the largest percentage of the population
(32%). This group statistically is usually single family homeowners with school age children.

While the elderly increased in number between 1980 and 2000, the proportion of the population
above 65 has increased only from 6.3% to 7.5%. The age cohort with the greatest proportional
increase between 1980 and 2000 is the 45 to 64 age cohort, reflecting either a trend toward
maturing families that moved to Douglas County and have stayed as their children grow up and
move away from home, or an in-migration of families during the 1980s and 1990s.

While forecasts reflect a maturing population overall, with a proportional shift toward the 45 to
60 age group, Douglas County’s population under the age of 45 will continue to dominate.
However, the projections show that in 2025 this age group will comprise 59.2% of the
population, as opposed to 69.9% of the population currently. By 2025, the “middle age” cohort
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is anticipated to have increased from 22.6% to 24.6% of the population, while the over 65 age
cohort is forecast to comprise 16.2% of the population. When combined, the increase indicates
an aging of the population.

Asthe County’s age characteristics continue to diversify, community facility improvements and
housing should also diversify to meet the wide range of ages and lifestyles.

Non-white families are also being attracted to Douglas. During the 1990s, while total population
increased by almost 30%, the Black or African American population more than doubled its
proportion of the population from 7.9% to 19.4%. Non-white families are fully integrated into
the community, and are expected to continue to be drawn to the County’ s many neighborhoods.

Overall income levels and educational attainment levels are below regional levels. Douglas's
working age population is less educated than in many of the surrounding counties, and the State.
The lower education level may be associated with a dightly lower median income. The
predominance of entry level housing at lower prices than surrounding metro counties may
contribute to the attraction of households with these characteristics to the County.

The County will continue to grow and experience demand pressures due to its location within metro
Atlanta. Over the next twenty years, Douglas County will continue to experience a high rate of
growth as a part of the fastest growing area in the Atlanta Region. According to the ARC 2025
Regional Transportation Plan, Cherokee, Douglas, Henry and Rockdale Counties are projected to
experience growth rates of over 70%. Douglas County’s objective to expand the move-up and
executive housing opportunities will begin to attract upper-middle and upper income families. Its
continuing economic growth, combined with an objective to expand the employment base to high
tech and professional level occupations, will begin to attract upper and middle management families
that want to be close to work. Pressure will continue on the school system to accommodate more
children, while citizen demands on parks, roads, water, fire, police and other community facilities
will more than double.
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3. Economic Development Element

B [ntroduction

This chapter provides an inventory and assessment of Douglas's economic base, labor force charac-
teristics, and local opportunities and resources for economic development. This data provides abasis
for economic needs and goals for the County that, in combination with information from other chap-
ters of this Comprehensive Plan, lead to strategies for the economic well-being of Douglas and the
designation of appropriate future land use plan categories.

Several factorswill contribute to Douglas's positive growth outlook. The Douglas County popul ation
is becoming more highly educated, providing skilled workers for high tech companies. Mgor infra-
structure improvements have been made or are planned to the water and sewer system and transpor-
tation system. Douglas County has a favorable image with a small town atmosphere conveniently |o-
cated near amgjor city and international airport. The lower cost of land in comparison to surrounding
counties in the ARC region makes it an attractive location for new businesses and has kept the hous-
ing market reasonably priced. The County has begun to attract a range of technological and research
facilities, business parks, office campuses and other professional and/or higher wage employment re-
sources, in addition to the wholesale companies and showrooms, assembly or fabrication operations,
business equipment supply or repair, distribution facilities for local and regional deliveries, and re-
tail, service and commercia uses which serve as the foundation of the County’s economic base.
Douglas County’s industrial and employment areas have excellent access to the State highway sys-
tem. Combined with an increasingly diverse housing stock providing a wealth of well priced market
rate housing, an expanding move-up market and new executive housing opportunities, preserved
natural resources, and an abundance of land to accommaodate employment growth, the County iswell
poised to undertake a transformation from a commuter community to a well balanced and fiscally
sound community.

A strong and diverse economy is important because it creates jobs, increases income and provides a
more stable tax base, and thereby provides a better quality of life. Although the County continues to
grow economically, it continues to remain primarily a bedroom community for the Atlanta Metro
area. For Douglas County to provide for the necessary services to meet the needs of its population,
the County will have to continue to diversify its economic base.

Setting—The Region

During the early 1990s, the Atlanta Region experienced a period of slow growth mirroring the na-
tional recession as compared to the tremendous boom period from 1983 to 1988 when employment
grew by over 400,000 jobs and 500,000 new residents. By the mid 1990s the Atlanta Region was
once again experiencing strong growth in both population and employment, particularly in the north-
ern sector. During the past 20 years population and employment growth has extended outward from
the center of the region, particularly to the north. By 2025 however, the northern counties will con-
tinue to experience large absolute numeric increases, athough their percent change is anticipated to
be modest compared to western and southern counties. Much of the forecast growth is predicted to
be in Henry, Rockdale and Douglas County, as well as Cherokee County to the north, indicative of a
continuing trend of rapid suburbanization in formerly rural areas far from the urban core.
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Several factors contribute to the Atlanta Region's continued growth. The region has an excellent
transportation system of roads, public transportation and Hartsfield International Airport allowing
convenient travel within the region, providing a central distribution location, and access to a diver-
sity of housing choices. The extension of GA 400 directly to the Central Atlanta area has opened
faster channels to the Buckhead and Midtown business district. The region has a very positive hous-
ing market, leading the nation in permits and starts over the last ten years. The Atlanta Region re-
mains atop choice in corporate relocations and in-migration. In fact, ARC projects that in-migration
will account for almost half of the region's increase between 1990 and 2025.

The Atlanta Regional Commission forecasts that growth will continue to be strong in the region, al-
though at a slower rate than the past decade. The Services and Retail Trade sectors will account for
more than one-half of the region's job growth. The Services industry will claim one of every three
new jobs created between 2000 and 2025 and Retail Trade employment will nearly double to be the
region's second fastest growing industry between 2000 and 2025. Strong growth is also forecast in
the Wholesal e Trade and the Transportation, Communications and Utilities (TCU) sectors, both ma-
jor users of office space and business centers.

Because of its status as a “bedroom community” in the western quadrant of the Atlanta metro area,
and its proximity to major employment centers such as Vinings, Smyrna and Marietta in Cobb
County, and the Downtown, Midtown and Buckhead areas of Atlanta, residents of Douglas County
have unlimited access to employment within the region. Douglas County is located approximately
20 miles west of Atlanta' s central business district and 20 minutes from Hartsfield International Air-
port directly via Camp Creek Parkway. Douglas County’s business future is closely alied with that
of the Metro area, although the County is striving to become a balanced community that offers a
range of residential lifestyles, employment options, and recreational opportunities.

Setting—The Douglas County Area

The beginning of European settlement, in what is now known as Douglas County, began in the
1820's, primarily from Virginia, the Carolina’'s, and the eastern portions of Georgia. Land grantsin-
creased the rate of settlement. Rural farming was the major source of income until the development
of millsin the 1840’ s and the incurrence of railroads in the 1880’s.

In 1828, Campbell County was created, with the seat of government being Campbellton or the Chat-
tahoochee River. To reduce the size of the County, the Legislature created Douglas County out of
parts of Cobb, Campbell, and Carroll Countiesin 1870. An election was held to choose officials and
select the new County seat. Although the largest group of voters chose alocation at the center of the
County, the newly elected |eaders chose Skink Chestnut near the railroad right-of-way. After afour-
year stalemate, the State Supreme Court ordered that another election be held and the Skink Chestnut
location was upheld. The town of Douglasville was established at this location by the Georgia Gen-
eral Assembly in 1875.

Douglas County is strategically located in the region's western growth path, linked to the metro At-
lanta area and Hartsfield International Airport by the Westside 1-20. Because of its proximity to At-
lanta, and abundance of availability of affordable housing stock, Douglas County has undergone a
transformation over the last decade from a totally rural county to a bedroom community within the
Atlanta metropolitan area. A full two-thirds of those who reside in Douglas County are employed
elsewherein theregion. Over the last 30 years the County has been urbanizing rapidly, with alarge
portion of growth over the last 10 years. Thirty-two percent of al dwelling units were constructed
over this 10-year period. Downtown Douglasville has served as a central economic core of the
Douglas County community for many years. While the downtown continues to host a diversity of
professional, retail and government functions, the construction of 1-20 through the City of Douglas-
ville several miles south of the downtown drew much of the retail shopping activity to corridors per-
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pendicular to the interstate highway at the location of exits for state highways 92 and 5. Arbor Place,
a million sgquare foot regional mall at the intersection of 1-20 and Chapel Hill Road, has further di-
minished the central downtown’s role in meeting residents primary shopping needs, but has served as
an impetus for continued ancillary commercial and services, as well as support for move-up and ex-
ecutive housing opportunities. Development activity in the County has concentrated around the in-
corporated area of Douglasville, and more recently outward along major transportation corridors in
the form of golf/tennis/swim master planned residential subdivisions and commercial centers.

There are many reasons attributable to Douglas County’ s recent growth:

Residential Growth: Between 1980 and 2000, the population of Douglas County almost doubled
from 54,570 persons to 92,174 persons. Although numerically population growth was higher in the
unincorporated County areas between 1990 and 2000, overall population increase was the highest in
the incorporated cities, with the population in the cities increasing by 72 percent, as compared to a 21
percent increase in the population of the unincorporated area.

From 1990 to 2000, the total number of households increased almost 85% from 21,742 to 32,822.
The median house value in Douglas County in 2000 was $99,600, approximately 68.9% of the At-
lanta Region’s median of $144,600, with over 50% of Douglas's housing valued at $100,000 or less.
In addition, approximately 79% of the County’s households consist of married couples, with over
50% of that number having children living at home.

Buying Power: During the last two decades, Douglas County has served as a commuter community
to the Atlanta metro area and a resource for households seeking reasonably priced “starter” homes.
In recent years, the economic composition of the community has begun to change. The County’s
median household income increased from $37,414 in 1990 to $50,108 in 2000. The County’s me-
dian income of $50,108 is below the median family income of $69,000 (as utilized by HUD in the
determination of housing assistance) for the Atlanta metro area. This may partially be attributed to
the fact that the large supply of affordable starter homes has attracted households with comparable
incomes, thereby reducing the median. As the stock of move-up and executive level housing ex-
pands, it is anticipated that the proportion of households with above moderate incomes will increase
as they move into the new stock, and subsequently raise the median income. In Douglas County,
52.5% of all households have an income over $50,000, and almost 39% of the households have in-
comes over $60,000. Only 3.6% of the population in the unincorporated County area was below the
poverty linein 2000.

Work Force: Education levelsin Douglas County lag below surrounding counties. The percentage
of persons 25 years of age and older without a high school diploma was 18.9% in 2000. The per-
centage of persons 25 years of age and older with some college (inclusive of persons with college
degrees and above) was 46.5% in 2000. The County’s labor force increased from 37,431 in 1990 to
46,176 in 2000 and up to 48,208 in the year 2004. The unemployment rate in 2002 was 4.9%, which
was lower than both the State and Atlanta metro area. Continued economic growth and stability will
depend on increased educational levelsfor all age groups and degree levels.

Quality of Life: Douglas County is still primarily a bedroom county to the Metro area, with 63% of
residents commuting outside the county in 2000. In addition, commuter patterns suggest that there
are limited employment opportunities for upper management, professional and skilled employeesliv-
ing within the county.

However, quality of lifein Douglas County has been steadily improving over the past decade, dueto
implementation of more stringent development controls, the use of the master planned development,
careful monitoring and expansion of infrastructure support systems, and focused efforts to attract vi-
able businessinto the area. Previous economic development efforts have been aimed at attracting in-
dustrial employment to the area; greater efforts are being made to accommodate projected office and
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retail commercial to support residential growth. Based on growth, economic and employment fore-
casts, upwards of 600 acres of additional office and commercially zoned land is needed to accom-
modate future retail and service uses, both of which will be attracted to the county by its population
growth and resulting increase in disposable income.

There are currently 27,300 jobs among all economic sectors outside of the City of Douglasville. By
the year 2025 the number of jobs could more than double to 67,500, a 148% increase.

The western extension of the 1-20 has provided Douglas County with rapid, convenient access to At-
lanta employment centers. Douglas County is well positioned for accessibility to employees, clients
and shoppers aike. Convenient access, planned development areas and a central location in the area
of the Atlanta Region forecast to experience rapid growth through 2025 will continue to fuel Douglas
County's growth to the year 2025.

Economic Base I nventory
Much of the following analysis uses the term “economic sector.” The federal government classifies
local industries and businesses into the following nine major “ sectors’:
QO Agriculture, forestry, fishing & mining;
Construction;
Manufacturing;
Transportation, Communications, Utilities (TCU);
Wholesale Trade;
Retail Trade;
Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate (FIRE);

Services; and

©C 00000 O0O0

Public Administration (government).

Employment by Sector

Douglas County's economy is gener-
ally based on a service and retail sec-
tor to support the residential popula
tion, followed by government and
manufacturing/construction. Accord-
ing to the Census, there were 2,036
non-farm businesses in 1999. The
Georgia Department of Labor reports
2,241 businesses located in Douglas
County in 2002. Of these businesses,
the largest sectors of the County
economy are services, retal, gov-
ernment and goods production, inclu-
sive of construction and manufactur-
ing. Major employersinclude: Inner
Harbour Hospital, Kroger Co., Silver
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Line Building, Wal-Mart Associates, and Wellstar Health Systems.

Employment refers to the number of people employed by local businesses and industries, sole pro-
prietors and those that are self-employed. This includes people living in surrounding areas coming
into the County to work, but does not include residents of the County who commute to jobs outside
of the County limits. The data does not determine if aworker isalso aresident of the County. Table
3-1 “Employment Trends by Sector” examines employment opportunities and trends within only the
Unincorporated County areas from 1980 to 2000 and projections to 2025.

Table 1

Employment by Sector - Unincorporated Douglas County
Historic, Current and Future Forecasted

Employment
Sector 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025
Construction 1,252 2,159 1,951 2,080 2,725 3,277 3,963 4,733 5,559 6,394
Manufacturing 853 1,174 1,055 1,241 1,955 2,346 2,876 3,481 4,123 4,759
T.C.U* 646 855 723 801 936 1,183 1,502 1,877 2,294 2,734
Wholesale Trade 374 884 983 1,231 1,487 1,880 2,400 3,033 3,783 4,651
Retail Trade 2,335 4,015 2,670 3,338 4,899 5,806 7,358 9,292 11,530 13,939
F.LR.E** 910 1,180 637 697 1,075 1,218 1,464 1,761 2,094 2,445
Services 3,008 4,784 4,069 5,731 7,565 9,762 12,653 16,225 20,580 25,817
Government 2,534 2,852 1,817 1,738 2,287 2,891 3,667 4,590 5,644 6,789
Total 11,912 17,903 13,905 16,857 22,930 28,362 35,885 44,993 55,607 67,528

Employment figures for 1980 and 1985 are from Woods & Poole Economics, Inc.
*Transportation, Communications and Utilities
**Finance, Insurance and Real Estate.

The unincorporated portion of Douglas County has seen a slow but steady rate of growth in em-
ployment over the last decade. 1n 1990 it is estimated that the County had a little over 13,905 em-
ployees. Predominate sectors were retail trade, construction and services. Within a 10-year period,
employment has aimost doubled to just fewer than 23,000 persons. The distribution of employment
opportunities remain predominantly unchanged; construction, government and wholesale trade de-
creased dightly as an overall percentage of employment opportunities, as service and retail trade
continued as the two predominant sectors within the economy. The mgjority of office employment is
included within the service sector. Employment projections to 2025 show employment growth con-
tinuing in the future, with the number of jobs more than tripling to over 67,500. It is expected that
the unincorporated County will see an increase of almost 44,600 employees over this 25-year period
for atotal of 67,528 employees in the year 2025. The dominance of retail trade and services sectors
will continue into the future, although as the service sector continues to grow from 33% in 2000 to
38% hy 2025, the retail sector will decrease dightly from 21.4% in 2000 to 20.6% in 2025. Dueto
the overwhelming service sector capture of the market, construction and manufacturing will capture
asmaller percentage of the market, although they will increase numerically.

As noted above, employment growth is expected to continue in the unincorporated County, at a
somewhat faster pace than the past decades. It is expected that between 2000 and 2025 the County
will attract 44,600 new jobs, or an increase of 194%. Although it is expected that overall (national)
economy has seen boom development over the last 10 years, and is expected to slow down, athough
the unincorporated areas of Douglas County are not anticipated to follow these national trends. First,
there is abundant land available in the unincorporated portions of the County, and master planned
developments are just beginning to be implemented as a major planning tool.
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Table 2

Comparison of Employment by Sector
Unincorporated Douglas County and State Percentages

Sector 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025

Construction

County 10.51% 12.06% 14.03% 12.34% 11.89% 11.55% 11.04% 10.52% 10.00% 9.47%

State 5.30% 6.34% 5.94% 5.75% 6.41% 6.40% 6.38% 6.33% 6.25% 6.12%
Manufacturing

County 7.16% 6.56% 7.59% 7.36% 8.53% 8.27% 8.02% 7.74% 7.41% 7.05%

State 20.14% 18.19% 16.02% 14.69% 12.58% 11.99% 11.41% 10.86% 10.32% 9.80%
T.C.U*

County 5.42% 4.78% 5.20% 4.75% 4.08% 4.17% 4.19% 4.17% 4.12% 4.05%

State 5.81% 5.72% 6.05% 5.89% 6.34% 6.46% 6.54% 6.56% 6.50% 6.37%
Wholesale Trade

County 3.14% 4.94% 7.07% 7.30% 6.48% 6.63% 6.69% 6.74% 6.80% 6.89%

State 6.63% 6.90% 6.38% 5.91% 5.77% 5.85% 5.86% 5.86% 5.85% 5.83%
Retail Trade

County 19.60% 22.43% 19.20% 19.80% 21.37% 20.47% 20.51% 20.65% 20.73% 20.64%

State 1553% 16.74% 16.97% 17.65% 17.18% 16.96% 16.88% 16.78% 16.66% 16.53%
Services

County 25.25% 26.72% 29.26% 34.00% 32.99% 34.42% 35.26% 36.06% 37.01% 38.23%

State 19.15% 21.39% 24.53% 27.40% 29.89% 30.79% 31.69% 32.74% 33.92% 35.22%
Government

County 21.27% 15.93% 13.07% 10.31% 9.97% 10.19% 10.22% 10.20% 10.15%  10.05%

State 19.82% 17.48% 17.25% 16.15% 14.53% 14.32% 14.04% 13.76% 13.47% 13.19%

*Transportation, Communications and Utilities
**Finance, Insurance and Real Estate.

Although historically the industry mix in Douglas County has not been based on high technology and
specifically the telecomm sector, which has been seriously impacted by the national economy, it is
anticipating attracting growth in the technology sectors. As indicated by the forecasts, as residents
adjust their disposable income spending habits, retail trade growth is expected proportionally reduce,
although numerically the sector will experience growth to support the expanding population.

Table 3

Earnings by Sector - Total County

Historic, Current and Future Forecasted

Earnings (in millions)

Sector 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025
Farm Employment 0.10 0.49 0.81 0.02 (0.05) 0.48 0.48 0.47 0.47 0.46
Agricultural Services 0.90 1.31 1.01 2.06 3.47 3.43 3.91 4.45 5.02 5.60
Mining 2.05 2.93 3.93 3.42 4.84 5.60 5.82 6.06 6.31 6.57
Construction 31.11 53.87 80.70 86.40 115.71  136.65 152.22 16523 17578  183.59
Manufacturing 20.31 26.50 35.64 5552  103.55  102.86 120.84  137.98  153.31  165.88
T.C.U* 19.30 25.86 36.13 48.75 56.46 71.38 85.11 98.11  109.99  120.34
Wholesale Trade 9.38 2221 41.14 54.31 75.85 9335 11044 12756 14485 16251
Retail Trade 39.20 70.13 88.46  122.70 176.72  199.60 22852  257.17 28351  305.67
F.IR.E** 7.65 9.14 20.15 25.63 38.39 43.60 49.58 55.42 60.89 65.78
Services 55.42 85.87  134.08 189.57 264.34  343.71 42346 507.46 59826  698.24
Government 50.24 7137 10033  102.10 15158 186.89 21850 248.20 275.73  300.29
Total 23259 364.96 536.62 684.96 98259 1,178.03 1,388.67 1,597.11 1,802.30 2,002.28

**Finance, Insurance and Real Estate.
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In comparing employment in Douglas County to statewide percentages, in 2000, the unincorporated
County followed state trends for higher employment distribution among the services and retail trade
sectors. The County had notably above average concentrations in the construction, services and
wholesal e trade sectors. Both the County and State showed services as the top sector, followed by re-
tail, although the proportional representation of both within the sector mix was higher than in the
State in the unincorporated County. Within the County, employment within officesis primarily cate-
gorized as part of the service sector. The third largest sector in the unincorporated County in 2000
was construction, which was the smallest sector on a statewide basis.

Both the State and County see these trends continuing into 2025 with services and retail becoming
the top two sectors, again exceeding the forecast State mix. Within the County, by 2025, govern-
ment will be the third largest sector, comparable to that of the State although in a lower proportion,
followed by construction, which well exceeds the State representation.

Sector Earnings

Earnings represent the total of wages, salaries, and other earned income paid to persons working for
the businesses or industries in a given geographic area.  In 1990, the highest earning sector was ser-

Table 4

Comparison of Earnings by Sector
Douglas County and State Percentages

Sector 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025

Farm Employment

County 0.04% 0.13% 0.15% 0.00% 0.00% 0.04% 0.03% 0.03% 0.03% 0.02%

State 0.16% 1.29% 1.39% 1.44% 1.11% 1.04% 1.01% 0.98% 0.96% 0.95%
Agricultural Services

County 0.39% 0.36% 0.19% 0.30% 0.35% 0.29% 0.28% 0.28% 0.28% 0.28%

State 0.37% 0.42% 0.47% 0.55% 0.60% 0.61% 0.62% 0.63% 0.63% 0.63%
Mining

County 0.88% 0.80% 0.73% 0.50% 0.49% 0.48% 0.42% 0.38% 0.35% 0.33%

State 0.65% 0.49% 0.37% 0.30% 0.25% 0.24% 0.22% 0.20% 0.19% 0.17%

Construction
County 13.37% 14.76% 15.04% 12.61% 11.78% 11.60% 10.96%  10.35% 9.75% 9.17%

State 5.73% 6.72% 5.95% 5.52% 6.08% 5.98% 5.87% 5.74% 5.57% 5.38%
Manufacturing

County 8.73% 7.26% 6.64% 8.10%  10.54% 8.73% 8.70% 8.64% 8.51% 8.28%

State 22.81% 20.47% 17.90% 17.23% 14.64% 14.19% 13.71% 13.20% 12.68% 12.13%
Wholesale Trade

County 4.03% 6.09% 7.67% 7.93% 7.72% 7.92% 7.95% 7.99% 8.04% 8.12%

State 8.97% 9.24% 9.05% 8.35% 8.72% 8.66% 8.50% 8.33% 8.16% 7.99%
Retail Trade

County 16.85% 19.22% 16.48% 17.91% 17.99% 16.94% 16.46% 16.10% 15.73% 15.27%

State 10.45%  10.87% 9.38% 9.29% 9.01% 8.68% 8.46% 8.24% 8.03% 7.81%
F.I.R.E.**

County 3.29% 2.50% 3.76% 3.74% 3.91% 3.70% 3.57% 3.47% 3.38% 3.29%

State 5.50% 5.71% 6.57% 7.02% 7.76% 7.81% 7.88% 7.93% 7.95% 7.95%
Services

County 23.83% 23.53% 24.99% 27.68% 26.90% 29.18% 30.49% 31.77% 33.19% 34.87%

State 15.82% 17.74% 22.44% 24.88% 27.60% 28.85% 30.16% 31.64% 33.30% 35.12%
Government

County 21.60% 19.56% 18.70% 14.91% 1543% 15.86% 15.73% 15.54% 15.30% 15.00%

State 21.28% 20.19% 19.75% 18.08% 15.76% 15.22% 14.70% 14.20% 13.72% 13.27%

Figures are from Woods & Poole Economics, Inc.
*Transportation, Communications and Utilities
**Einance, Insurance and Real Estate.
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vices, followed by retail trade, government and construction. By 2000, services and retail trade re-
mained the highest earning sectors, with earnings in both sectors doubling. Government and con-
struction remained third and fourth, respectively. The earnings gap between construction and manu-
facturing diminished significantly, with earnings in the manufacturing sector almost tripling.

The earnings in the service and retail sectors are forecast to remain predominant in the County
through 2025, with earnings in the Service sector more than doubling. Growth in the Retail sector
between 2000 and 2025 is forecast to be 75%, which, athough increasing significantly in numeric
terms, slows in comparison to some other sectors. By 2025 the earnings position of the Retail sector
will amost be met by the Government sector, which will double from $151.58 million in 2000 to
$300.29 million by 2025. Earnings in the Manufacturing sector are forecast to triple over the fore-
cast period, and the Transportation, Communications and Utilities sector is anticipated to double in
the next 25 years.

Douglas County as a whole compares favorably with the state in every economic sector except:

Farming and Agricultural Ser-
vices (which have little role to
Douglas County); Finance, In-
surance and Real Estate; and
Manufacturing. Earningsin Re-
tail Trade and Construction far
exceeded that of the state. The

Table 5

Comparison of Average Weekly Wages by Sector

Douglas County and State Figures

comparable in the sectors of Agricultural Services
Wholesale Trade, Government County $0 $0 $295 $300 $330
and Services State $0 $0 $276 $322 $390
) Mining
Overal | , Wag% i n Dougl as COUnty $0 $0 n/a n/a n/a
. State $0 $0 $589 $734 $866
County in 2000 were lower Construction
than in Georgia as a whole. County $0 $0 $436 $506 $585
Since 1990' the County has State $0 $0 $434 $508 $623
: : Manufacturing
falen behind the State in
: County $0 $0 $357 $482 $522
weekly wages for the Agricul- State $0 $0 $450 $555 $684
tural and Construction sectors. T.C.U.
By 2000, the County exceeded County $0 $0 $441 $622 $652
) State $0 $0 $603 $737 $895
State wages on a very slight ba- Retail Trade
sis only in Retail Trade and County $0 $0 $232 $291 $343
Government (State and Loca|) State $0 $0 $236 $275 $335
- F..R.E.
Aswas shown in Table 4, many County $0 $0 $405 $475 $536
of the weekly wages in the State $0 $0 $544 $693 $900
County are significantly lower Services . . . . .
P County 0 0 355 378 399
than th_e State average, particu State $0 $0 $414 $501 $611
larly within: the Finance, Insur- Government
ance and Real Estate sector, at County $0 $0 $402 $453 $562
week: Transportation, Commu-  ~vholesale Trade
/Eex, Sportation, County $0 $0 $468 $529 $650
nication and Utilities sector at State $0 $0 $603 $729 $932

$652 as compared to $895 per
week; Wholesale Trade at $932
per week as compared to $650;
and Services, at $399 as com-
pared to $611 per week. The

* 2000 figures actually represent 1999 wages.
In construction, manufacuring and services, data is available only for 1998 and 1997

for Douglas County

3-8
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two sectors with the highest weekly earning potential are Transportation, Communication and Utili-
ties and Wholesale Trade.

Sour ces of Personal Income

The sources
f al Table 6
or  person Sources of Personal Income - Total County
income are Historic, Current and Future Forecasted
. . Personal Income (in millions)
indicators of
Source 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025
how a com-
munity re- Wages and Salaries 17558  277.43 42545 54560 800.37 960.59 1,134.03 1,306.54 1,477.26 1,644.61
X . . Other Labor Income 20.30 34.56 55.20 68.27 80.53 95.87 11168 12695 14162  155.52
celves Its In- Proprietors Income 39.76 57.69 61.73 76,58  109.95 13110 153.17 17461 19522  214.79
h Dividend, Interest, Rent 72.38 11813 15639  190.06 249.35 299.14  349.92  406.22  468.97  539.25
come. The Transfer Payments 7266 9140 11865 180.86 21524 26562 319.82 38155 45202  532.60
State of
Georgia De Total 380.68 579.20 817.41 1,061.38 145544 1,752.30 2,068.62 2,395.87 2,735.09 3,086.76
partment of
- Figures are from Woods & Poole Economics, Inc, and are shown in 1996 dollars.
Community

Affairs, with

the assistance of Woods & Pool Economics, Inc., has developed categories and numbers for the
analysis of sources of personal income. These five categories of persona income include the follow-
ing:

Table 6 and 7 present personal income estimates for Douglas County and the State. In 2000, total
personal income for Douglas County was $1,455,440,000, up from $1,061,380,000 in 1990. Thisin-
crease was due to substantial gains between 1995 and 2000, with a 37% increase over the five-year
period. Whereas personal income increased four-fold over the 20 year period between 1980 and
2000, forecasts indicate that it will double by 2025, up to $3,086,760,000. During the same time pe-
riods, personal income in the State tripled between 1980 and 2000, with a 30% increase in the five-
year period of 1995 to 2000. Growth in personal income between 2000 and 2025 is not anticipated to
be as great for the State, increasing by 79% as compared to 112% for Douglas County.

Asin the State, Douglas County receives the majority of its personal income through wage and sal-
ary collection, although the County receives a dlightly lower proportion in wages and salaries than
the state, at 54.99% as compared to 58.82%. This proportion is forecast to fall slightly over the next
twenty years to 53.28% while the proportion statewide increases dightly up to 59.29%. As the sec-
ond largest source of persona income for both the County and State, the County receives a larger
proportion of personal income from Interest, Dividends and Rents, at 17.13% compared to 15.90%.
While the proportion of personal interest from this source for the County is forecast to rise sightly
by 2025, the proportion for the State is anticipated to drop dlightly. The third largest source of per-
sonal income,

transfer  pay- Table 7 ,
is al Sources of Personal Income - State of Georgia
mentS, IS S) Historic, Current and Future Forecasted
H Personal Income (in millions)
higher at the
County I a/d Source 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025
than the State Wages and Salaries 5397293 68,598.80 81,355.57 96,422.82 131,084.77 148,691.83 167,887.56 188,855.14 211,572.07 236,032.81
' Other Labor Income 7,079.35 9,626.20 11,702.32 14,092.00 15,009.73 16,123.74 17,914.23 19,832.98 21,871.49 24,023.48
aI 14 79% as Proprietors Income 5,484.85 7,694.69 9,584.28 12,998.89 17,814.86 20,001.86 22,369.19 24,930.98 27,673.70 30,591.02
" Dividend, Interest, Rent 10,986.97 17,428.33 23,366.94 26,625.05 35,435.80 39,703.36 44,270.10 49,381.37 55,118.92 61,576.58
Compared to Transfer Payments 9,867.38 11,841.27 14,749.82 20,606.71 23,504.54 26,996.14 30,845.43 35,221.15 40,201.65 45,877.07
10.55%. Trans-
Total 87,391.48 115,189.29 140,758.91 170,745.46 222,849.69 251,516.92 283,286.51 318,221.61 356,437.84 398,100.97

fer payments
are forecast to
increase  pro-

Figures are from Woods & Poole Economics, Inc, and are shown in 1996 dollars.
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portionally in the County by 2025, as well as the State, but at a higher rate, from 14.79% to 17.25%
as compared to 10.55% to 11.52%. This may correspond to the forecast aging of the population as
discussed in the Population chapter.

Median household income distribution for the County, as well as per capitaincome, with comparison
to the State, is discussed in the Population chapter.

Table 8

Comparison of Sources of Personal Income
Douglas County and State Percentages

Sector 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025

Wages and Salaries

County 46.12% 47.90% 52.05% 51.41% 54.99% 54.82% 54.82% 54.53% 54.01% 53.28%

State 61.76% 59.55% 57.80% 56.47% 58.82% 59.12% 59.26% 59.35% 59.36%  59.29%
Other Labor Income

County 5.33% 5.97% 6.75% 6.43% 5.53% 5.47% 5.40% 5.30% 5.18% 5.04%

State 8.10% 8.36% 8.31% 8.25% 6.74% 6.41% 6.32% 6.23% 6.14% 6.03%
Proprietors Income

County 10.45% 9.96% 7.55% 7.22% 7.55% 7.48% 7.40% 7.29% 7.14% 6.96%

State 6.28% 6.68% 6.81% 7.61% 7.99% 7.95% 7.90% 7.83% 7.76% 7.68%
Dividend, Interest, Rent

County 19.01% 20.40% 19.13% 17.91% 17.13% 17.07% 16.92% 16.96% 17.15% 17.47%

State 12.57% 15.13% 16.60% 15.59% 15.90% 15.79% 15.63% 15.52% 15.46% 15.47%
Transfer Payments

County 19.09% 15.78% 14.51% 17.04% 14.79% 15.16% 15.46% 15.93% 16.53% 17.25%

State 11.29% 10.28% 10.48% 12.07% 10.55% 10.73% 10.89% 11.07% 11.28% 11.52%

B Major Development Trends

Over the past decade Douglas County began a growth and development trend that is carrying through
the end of the millennium. Between January 2003 and the end of the April 2004, 202 new commer-
cial building permits (including 59 commercial structures and 143 structures other than buildings)
and 224 new business licenses have been issued. The number of business licenses issued for at-home
businesses was 721 in the same period. There were 22 notifications of acommercial business opera-
tion, which were exempt from license fees. An additional 52 permits for alterations, additions and
conversion of non-residential buildings were issued at a valuation of almost 3.5 million. Based on the
valuation of the building permits alone, business interests have invested in excess of $19.2 million in
the community since January 1, 2003. This figure encompasses new construction, additions, altera-
tions and conversions, and demolitions (primarily of residential structures).

Between January 1, 2003 and May 1, 2004, over $181 million in new private investment was initi-
ated including 2,139 new single-family homes, 32 attached single family homes, and 59 non-
residential projects including primarily offices, banks and professiona offices, retail and customer
services, schools, amusement/recreational structures, and churches over the course of the 16 months.
The non-residential projects added an estimated 3 million square feet of commercial space to the
County. The most notable recent trends in Douglas County include its emergence as the re-
tail/commercial hub of western Georgia, including the new Arbor Place Mall, the Landing at Arbor
Place, and ancillary retail centers, new restaurants and hotels, and the emergence of a number of
business parks housing manufacturing and technology companies.
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There is nearly @@ million square feet of business park, office and retail space being built or
planned in the County. Demand is high for this space, in part because of Douglas's favorable loca-
tion, the reasonable |ease rates, and the quality of developments. Several thousand acres of land are
available for commercial development.

Retail Trade and Services

The most notable recent trends in Douglas County include the addition of major new retailers and
shopping centers, with associated hotels and restaurants, and business park expansion.

Hotels. The I-20 corridor, particularly the commercial areas along the corridors perpendicular to the
interstate highway at the locations of exits for state highways 92 and 5, support a sizeable hotel mar-
ket, focused primarily in the vicinity of Arbor Place Mall, which accommodates a number of visitors,
and provides supplemental accommodations for Six Flags in neighboring Cobb County as well.
There are currently 21 hotels containing over 1,600 rooms in the City of Douglasville, and @@ in
the unincorporated areas of Douglas County.

Retail Expansion. Douglas County supports a number of neighborhood level shopping centers, most
of which are anchored by a supermarket. The majority of regional serving and large “big box” shop-
ping opportunities are located within the city limits of Douglasville, along the corridors perpendicu-
lar to the interstate highway at the locations of exists for state highways 92 and 5, and Chapel Hill
Rd., including: the 1 million square foot Arbor Place Mall; the Landing at Arbor Place; Market
Square; the Super-Walmart and Sam’s Club Center; and the Douglasville Pavilion, including the an-
chors of Target, Ross, Marshalls and Goody’s; as well as ancillary strip centers.

In addition the strength of the economy in Douglas County reliesin its large diversified small busi-
ness community. Making up the mgjority of the Douglas County Chamber of Commerce’ s member-
ship base, most new jobs are created from this sector. The retail/commercial market in unincorpo-
rated Douglas County continues to grow, and growth is anticipated to be at a faster rate than during
the last decade.

Business Park/Office. Douglas County is beginning to develop a portion of its economy in the
manufacturing, office and technology sectors. The County, inclusive of the City, is fortunate to offer
some of the finest business parks in the region. Such companies as AT&T, Nioxin, Silver Line
Building Products, Circuit City, Steelcase, Maytag, and Stairhouse, among others, are realizing the
competitive advantage of location in this area, and have chosen to locate in the Douglas County and
City of Douglasville area.

Business parks in the County include the following:

Industrial Developments International (IDI1) has two business parks — Westfork and the Camp
creek Distribution center. These parks comprise 600 acres and offer a variety of amenities.
Both have direct access to 1-20 and the Jackson-Hartfied International Airport via Camp creek
Parkway. Douglas County’s largest employer, Silver Line Building products, is located in
Westfork along with industries such as Nioxin, Formica, Circuit City and Revest/Steelcase.
Westfork has approximately 4.5 million square feet of space.

Riverside Business Park straddles the Douglas and Cobb border. The park is owned by Cres-
cent Resources and covers 800 acres. The park ishome to industries such as AT& T and Amaoco
Fibers. The Douglas County portion has approximately 500,000 square feet of space with plans
to construct 1 million more.

First Industrial Real Estate opened the Terminus West Business Park in 2002. The park encom-
passes 200 acres and is already home to industries such as Maytag, Stairhouse and Standard
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Register. Terminus West has 750,000 square feet and plans for an additional 750,000 square
feet.

Carter and Associates is developing the New Manchester Business Park. The first building was
completed in 2003 and leased to JVC of America. The second building is under construction
and upon completion will encompass 200 acres. In addition, the American Red Cross has re-
cently announced plans to relocate the Southern Regional headquarters and blood processing
center to New Manchester. Plans call for 180,000 square feet on 19 acres.

Thornton Road Business Park, developed by Catellus Development Corporation, currently has
three buildings under construction for APL Logistics. Plans call for the park to build out at ap-
proximately 170 acres.

Douglas County and the City of Douglasville have other small business parks and commer-
cia/industrial sites available through out the community.

Construction

Residential growth over the past decade, and particularly since 2000, has been strong in the County
and areas surrounding the incorporated cities, ending with 2,171 residential permits issued on pro-
jects valued at just over $137 million from January 2003 to May 2004. Over the next 25 years the
construction industry will take a slightly smaller percentage of overall employment due to the slow-
ing in population growth, and the buildout of available land near the end of the horizon period in the
County, as well as shifts in the economic make-up of the County to primarily service and retail ori-
ented.

Manufacturing and Wholesale Trade

Manufacturing and Wholesale Trade play a small
but significant role in the economy of Douglas
County. The location of industrial development
is primarily located off the Thornton Road Corri-
dor. Inthelast 10 years, the number of manufac-
turing firms in the county has increased, particu-
larly in the type of light manufacturing with up-
front office space well suited to business parks.
Although the manufacturing sector is anticipated
to continue to grow in the future, it is anticipated
that it will decline as a proportion of the econ-
omy, and most likely will include only extremely
limited heavy manufacturing endeavors.

B Unique Economic Activities

With the completion of Arbor Place Mall and the Landing at Arbor Place, as well as surrounding re-
tail centers, Douglas County has become a shopping and employment hub for its sector of the region.
Arbor Place Mall and its nearby supporting commercial facilities, serves an east-west sector focused
on 1-20 on the state routes 92 and 5, and the Chapel Hill area. At the same time, the County is be-
ginning to experience growth in corporate and executive offices, sometimes associated with manu-
facturing or distribution functions. The business center market (front office activities coupled with
storage, transfer or distribution space) is also strong in the County, and expected to remain so.
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Downtown Enhancement

The City of Douglasville is fortu- _ nate to have a traditional historic
downtown shopping district. The e City, in coordination with the Chamber
of Commerce “Shop Douglas First” program, has been aggressively
marketing and enhancing the overall appearance and make-up of this
traditional shopping  street. Programs to enhance the downtown
include:

Encouraging the development of the traditional downtown shopping district, restaurant, enter-
tainment and cultural destination point;

Developing specia events and ongoing activitiesin the downtown area;

Providing the necessary infrastructure such as utilities, parking, streetscape, and pedestrian
amenities;

Enhancing the appearance and identifying the boundaries of downtown through the use of dis-
tinctive elements such as light poles, flags, flower baskets, planters, signage and landscaping;

Providing financial incentives and design services to encourage private property enhancement;

Consideration of construction of a downtown commuter rail station as a cornerstone of the revi-
talization effort.

Master Planned Developments

Some of the recent development in the County has been PUDs, specifically, Chapel Hill and An-
nawakkee. This area has been aided by proper infrastructure of fiber optic cable, sewer, water, fire
protection, etc. Recent attention to detail and amenities has aided Douglas County in beginning to
attract both quality residential and commercial developments. The County has begun to implement
regulations intending to attract high quality companies, while at the same time protecting the quality
of lifethat is sought after in Douglas County.

® [ abor Force Analysis

Residents Jobs as shown in Table 9 shows the percentages of total employment by occupation classi-
fications for 2000 in Douglas County, the State of Georgia and the Nation. The analysis looks at the
occupations of the residents of the County, regardless of where they worked in the region.

As shown on the “Occupation of Residents,” 13.8% of the County's working residents in 2000 were
employed in executive, administrative and managerial professions and 15.7% were employed in pro-
fessional and technical specialty occupations, with an additional 18.7% of the workforce in clerical
and administrative support, for a total of 48.2% of the workforce. Another 23.4% held jobs in the
service and retail sectors, and 28.2% held jobs in production or other labor-intensive occupations.
These figures reflect a very dight change from 1990, when approximately 46.5% of the labor force
fell into the executive, professional and technical categories, 23.4% were employed in sales and ser-
vices, and over 31% were "blue collar" workers. However, a significant change occurred within the
individual occupation group of machine operators, assemblers and inspectors, which changed from
6.1% in 1990 to 13.4% in 2000. This may be partially attributed to the fact that in 2000 the Census
removed the handlers, equipment cleaners and laborer category, and combined it with other non-
skilled labor categories, most probably the machine operators employment category. This overall
limited change underscores the predominance of affordable “starter” homes which have been con-
structed over the past decade, and a shortfall of move up and executive level homes which would
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draw more persons with executive and managerial, professional, technical and related support to the
community.

The number of white-collar employees living in Douglas County is lower in comparison to the state
and the nation, as shown on Tables 9 and 10. In 1990, executive, professional, and technical support
made up 28.2% and 30.1% of the state and national population, respectively, compared to Douglas
County's 25.7%. Clerical support represented a higher proportion in the County than at the state and
national levels, at 20.8% compared to 16% and 16.3% respectively. Service and sales were also
lower in proportional representation than the state and nation. At the other end of the scale, Doug-
las's proportion of skilled laborers (Precision Production, Craft and Repair) was around 15% com-

Table 9
Comparison of Employment by Occupation - 1990

Douglas County, State, and Nation

Employment (1990) Percentage of Total Employment
Occupation County State Nation County State Nation
Executive, Administrative and Managerial (not Farm) 5,113 378,984 14,227,916 13.66% 12.26% 12.32%
Professional and Technical Specialty 3,325 383,012 16,287,187 8.88% 12.39% 14.11%
Technicians & Related Support 1,196 110,766 4,251,007 3.20% 3.58% 3.68%
Sales 4,157 379,746 13,606,870 11.11% 12.28% 11.79%
Clerical and Administrative Support 7,783 494,823 18,769,526 20.79% 16.00% 16.26%
Private Household Services 57 15,882 520,183 0.15% 0.51% 0.45%
Protective Services 715 52,596 1,981,723 1.91% 1.70% 1.72%
Service Occupations (not Protective & Household) 3,131 302,084 12,746,927 8.36% 9.77% 11.04%
Farming, Fishing and Forestry 371 68,111 2,835,950 0.99% 2.20% 2.46%
Precision Production, Craft, and Repair 5,607 366,819 13,077,829 14.98% 11.86% 11.33%
Machine Operators, Assemblers & Inspectors 2,270 262,930 7,886,595 6.06% 8.50% 6.83%
Transportation & Material Moving 2,158 142,189 4,715,847 5.77% 4.60% 4.08%
Handlers, Equipment Cleaners, helpers & Laborers 1,548 134,115 4,545,345 4.14% 4.34% 3.94%

Employment figures from Georgia Department of Labor.

pared to 11.9% for the state and 11.3% for the nation, while the County's proportion of unskilled and
semi-skilled working residents (Operators, Fabricators, Transportation and Laborers) was 15.5%
compared to 17.5% of the state and 24.8% of the U.S.

By 2000, the proportion of white collar employees living in the County remained below that of the
state and nation. Executive, professional, and technical support made up 33.3% and 34.6% of the
state and national population, respectively, compared to Douglas County's 29.6%. The gap between
the proportions of clerical and administrative support had nearly disappeared, a 12.1% in the
County, compared to 11.9% for the state and 11.6% for the nation. The County remained below the
state and nation in proportional representation of skilled labor, at 6.9% compared to 9.2% and 8.7%
respectively, and again exceed the state and nation in semi- and unskilled labor categories.

If Douglas County’s businesses have to rely solely on the County’s labor pool to operate, there
would be an excess of employees and an insufficient match of employment options to labor skills.
While many people who work in the County live outside of the County itself, many residents of the
County should not have to commute outside of the County. As traffic congestion and commuting
time increases access to employment opportunities may become a problem for business in the future.
It isimportant to address continued availability of quality, move-up and executive housing within the
area, and increased transportation options for production workers and laborers, including public
transportation.
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Table 10
Comparison of Employment by Occupation - 2000

Douglas County, State, and Nation

Employment (2000) Percentage of Total Employment
Occupation County State Nation County State Nation

Executive, Administrative and Managerial (not Farm) 6,489 538,647 17,448,038 13.84% 14.29% 13.85%
Professional and Technical Specialty 7,367 717,312 26,198,693 15.72% 19.03% 20.79%
Technicians & Related Support n/a n/a n/a
Sales 5,672 446,876 14,592,699 12.10% 11.85% 11.58%
Clerical and Administrative Support 8,769 581,364 20,028,691 18.71% 15.42% 15.89%
Private Household Services n/a n/a n/a
Protective Services n/a n/a n/a
Service Occupations (not Protective & Household) 5,285 444,077 15,575,101 11.28% 11.78% 12.36%
Farming, Fishing and Forestry 82 24,489 951,810 0.17% 0.65% 0.76%
Precision Production, Craft, and Repair 3,235 346,326 11,008,625 6.90% 9.19% 8.74%
Machine Operators, Assemblers & Inspectors 6,290 415,849 12,256,138 13.42% 11.03% 9.73%
Transportation & Material Moving 3,680 254,652 7,959,871 7.85% 6.76% 6.32%
Handlers, Equipment Cleaners, Helpers & Laborers n/a n/a n/a

Employment figures from Georgia Department of Labor.

Education

There are 19 elementary schools, 6 middle schools and 4 high schools in the public school system
within the County, as well as seven private facilities (in the cities of Douglasville, Lithia Springs and
VillaRica) and a specia education school. As analyzed in the Population chapter, Douglas County
has a moderately educated work force that made significant increases between 1980 and 2000. In
1990, 34.4% of the adult population had some college education and above and 16.9% of the popula-
tion were college graduates, as compared to 1980 when 20.7% of the adult population had some col-
lege education and 9.1% were college graduates. By 2000, aimost 50% of the population had com-
pleted some college and above, and 24.5% had a college degree. In numerical terms, the number of
adults with less than a high school education actually went down, while the number of college
graduates increased five-fold during the two decades.

Douglas' s working age population is less educated than in many of the surrounding counties, and the
State. In terms of the proportion of college graduates in 2000, Douglas County ranked number four
out of six when compared with four surrounding counties and the State. Considering the proportion
of adults with at least some college education, Douglas aso ranked number four at 46.6% compared
to Fulton overal (64.6%), Cobb (68%), Paulding (41.7%), and Carroll (36.9%), as well as the State
of Georgia (49.6%).

Residents also have access to higher education and training opportunities close to home at the Doug-
las County campus of the West Central Technical College. In addition, there are 3 higher education
facilities in the vicinity: Mercer University in Lithia Springs, and State University of West Georgia
and West Central Technical College in Carrollton. There are also numerous colleges and universities
in the Metro Atlanta area, including the world famous Georgia | nstitute of Technology.

Labor Force Participation

“Labor Force participation 1990 and 2000” presents data on the employment status of the labor force
in Douglas County and compares it to the state and the nation. The tables also reflect the major
changes that occurred in the County during the growth of the last decade.
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Table 11
Comparison of Employment Status - 1990

Douglas County, State, and Nation
Employment (1990)

Percentage of Total Employment

Status County State Nation County State Nation

Males

Civilian Employed 20,346 1,652,016 62,639,048 38.21% 33.44% 32.75%
Civilian Unemployed 862 89,593 4,257,993 1.62% 1.81% 2.23%
In Armed Forces 88 65,444 1,520,812 0.17% 1.32% 0.80%
Not in Labor Force 4,666 550,527 23,448,976 8.76% 11.14% 12.26%
Females

Civilian Employed 17,085 1,440,358 52,792,388 32.09% 29.16% 27.60%
Civilian Unemployed 1,108 98,347 3,487,207 2.08% 1.99% 1.82%
In Armed Forces 12 7,614 184,961 0.02% 0.15% 0.10%
Not in Labor Force 9,080 1,035,875 42,961,952 17.05% 20.97% 22.46%

Total 53,247 4,939,774 191,293,337 _

In 1990, 74% of the County's population over 16 was working or seeking employment. By 2000, this
figure had dropped to 70.6% of the population working or seeking employment. To some extent, the
differenceis attributable to the larger proportion of children in 2000 over 16 but not working, and the
increase in women of workforce age choosing not to enter the workforce to raise families. The per-
centage of malesin the civilian labor force in 1990 was 78.4%, which dropped to 74.9% in 2000.
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Table 12
Comparison of Employment Status - 2000

Douglas County, State, and Nation

Employment (2000) Percentage of Total Employment
Status County State Nation County State Nation
Males
Civilian Employed 25,216 2,051,523 69,091,443 36.37% 32.82% 31.81%
Civilian Unemployed 916 107,652 4,193,862 1.32% 1.72% 1.93%
In Armed Forces 67 57,840 987,898 0.10% 0.93% 0.45%
Not in Labor Force 7,449 815,427 30,709,079 10.74% 13.05% 14.14%
Females
Civilian Employed 21,728 1,788,233 60,630,069 31.34% 28.61% 27.92%
Civilian Unemployed 962 115,400 3,753,424 1.39% 1.85% 1.73%
In Armed Forces 32 9,018 164,239 0.05% 0.14% 0.08%
Not in Labor Force 12,964 1,305,594 47,638,063 18.70% 20.89% 21.94%
Total 69,334 6,250,687 217,168,077

The change in the percentage of females 16 or older who were working or seeking employment in
1990 and 2000 is slight—decreasing from 62.6% to 60.9%, respectively.

Comparisons to the state and the U.S. are equally enlightening. Trends between 1990 and 2000 for
the County, state and nation indicate a drop in active labor force participants and increase in the
number and proportion of persons not in the labor force. However, in 1990, the participation of
males and females 16 and older in Douglas's labor force far exceeded state and national averages.
This trend continued to 2000, when state and national |abor force participation rates were less than
two-thirds for Georgia and the U.S., Douglas County's was almost three-quarters. Although the
County’s participation in the labor force is proportionately greater than the state or nation, the in-
crease of persons not in the labor force between 1990 and 2000 is greater than that experienced by
the state and nation. In 2000, 10.7% of the males were not in the labor force, representing a 1.9% in-
crease, and the proportion of females not in the labor force was 18.7%, a 1.7% increase, for atotal of
a 3.6% increase. During the same period, state and U.S. non-participation increased only 1.9 and 1.4
percentage points, respectively, although the total non-participation still exceeded that of the County.
In both the state and the nation, the proportion of women not participating in the workforce actually
decreased, as compared to an increase in the County. Conversely, the proportion of men not in the
workforce increased on a state and national basis, comparable to the increase experienced in the
County.

It is possible that the percentage of the total labor force will continue to decrease, as young persons
continue their education and remain out of the labor force, the population ages, or young families
move into the area with one parent remaining out of the labor force to raise children. However, as
income and education levels increase, business opportunities in the professional and high tech occu-
pations are attracted to the area, and types of housing production expand to include more move-up
and executive options, more employees may be attracted to reside in the County. Second, in 2000
there was a high proportion of the age cohort of “traditional family age,” 25 to 44 who would be en-
tering the labor force. Thistrend is expected to continue to 2025 as the population continues to grow
and age. These figures suggest severa different concurrent trends—a movement toward the one
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wage-earner family as young families with small children locate in the County, an increasing propor-
tion of middle age families with fewer children in the County, an increase in the educational status of
persons over the age of 16, and an aging of the population.

Unemployment

Employment data for the Douglas County Table 13

for 1993 through 2002 indicates that un- Comparison of Unemployment Rate
employment rates fell between 1993 from Douglas and Surrounding Counties, 1993-2002

a high of 4.5% to a low of 2.8%, rising
again in 2002 higher (4.9%) than they had
been previously 10 years before. This

Unemployment Rate

. . . Year Douglas* Carroll Cobb Fulton Paulding

trend occurred in surrounding jurisdic-
tions as well. In 2002, the County ranked 1993 4.5 5.7 4.6 6.2 4.8
in the middle out of 5 counties, with ggg ‘3‘-2 ‘5‘; ‘3‘2 g-i zg
Paulding County having the lowest un- 1695 3.2 £l 2.0 50 26
employment rate, and Fulton County hav- 1997 31 5.0 3.0 46 27
ing the highest_ 1998 3.0 45 2.7 4.1 2.3
o _ 1999 2.9 45 2.6 3.9 2.1
Statistics comparing Douglas County to 2000 2.8 42 25 36 2.2
the state and nation indicate that Douglas 2001 2.9 51 3.0 4.3 24
2002 4.9 5.7 4.7 6.4 4.1

County has had a lower unemployment

rate than both the state and the nation
every year over the past decade, ranging Source: The Georgia County Guide, 2003, University of Georgia.
around an average of 72% of the state’'s *Douglas County figures are for the entire county.

rate for all years except 2002, and compris-

Table 14 ing around an average of 64% of the na-
Comparison of Unemployment Rate tion's rate for every year except 2002. The
County, State and Nation same trend of a decrease in unemployment
between 1993 and 2000 applies to the state
Unemployment Rate County as % of and nation, where unemployment decreased
Year Douglas _ State Nation State Nation from 5.8% and 6.9% respectiver in 1990 to
0, 0, 1 I

1993 45 - 6.9 77.59% 65.22% 3.7% and 4.0% r@pectwely in ZQOO, as
1994 4.0 5.2 6.1 76.71%  65.27% compared to 4.5% in 1993 to 2.8% in 2000
ggg 3.6 4.9 56 Z}gg% ggg? for the County. In the most recent year

3.2 4.6 54 .94% .81% . : .
1997 3.1 45 49 68.88% 63.21% available, the dlffefeng:g n unemplpyment
1998 3.0 4.2 45 72.41%  67.51% rate has decreased significantly, particularly
;ggg gg gg :-S ;gggz’;’ Sgggz’ between the state and County, where the

. . . . (] . 0 H

2001 29 20 47 7250%  BL70% unemployment rates are fairly comparable.
2002 4.9 5.1 5.8 96.08%  84.48% Douglas County’s unemployment rate re-

mains below the nation in 2002, although
Source: The Georgia County Guide, 2003, University of Georgia. the gap has reduced from 70% in 2000 to
County figures are for all of Douglas County. 84.8% in 2002.
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Commuting Patterns

In 1990, Douglas
County had a resident
labor force of amost
36,493 and an em-
ployment base of over
15,215. However, in
that year, only 12,081
workers who lived in
the County, comprising
33.1% of the employed
workforce, actually
worked there. By
2000, the County had a

Table 15

Commuting Patterns
Historic and Current

Count Percentage
Category 1990 2000 1990 2000
Worked in County of Residence 12,081 16,924 33.10%  36.92%
Worked outside County of Residence 24,412 28,916 66.90%  63.08%

Figures from U.S. Bureau of the Census.

resident workforce of 45,840, of which 36.9% commuted elsewhere for employment, indicating a
dlight expansion of employment opportunities appropriate for residents of the County. Data on com-
muting patterns for 2000, presented on Table 15, indicate that 98% of the County's employed resi-
dents commuted outside of the County to work. Conversely, aimost 8,000 of the County's employ-
ees, or 84%, commuted into the County every day to work.

Over 62 percent still commute to employment outside of the county as of 2000, down dlightly from
over 66 percent in 1990. In addition to over 36 percent of the commuters working within Douglas
County, almost 31 percent of persons residing in Douglas County commute to Fulton County, 16.1
percent commute to Cobb County, 4.8 percent commute to DeKalb County, and 2.6 and 2.3 percent

Table 16

Commuting Patterns

Employed Residents of Douglas

Persons Worki

ng in Douglas

County Where Percent of County of Percent of
Employed Employees Total Residence Employees Total
Carroll 1,057 2.29% Carroll 3,438 10.61%
Clayton 1,196 2.59% Clayton 567 1.75%
Cobb 7,450 16.13% Cobb 4,011 12.37%
DeKalb 2,211 4.79% DeKalb 674 2.08%
Douglas 16,924 36.65% Douglas 16,924 52.21%
Fulton 14,253 30.87% Fulton 1,192 3.68%
Gwinnett 747 1.62% Haralson 562 1.73%
Paulding 596 1.29% Paulding 2,865 8.84%
Other 1,742 3.77% Other 2,182 6.73%
Total 46,176 Total 32,415
Source: Georgia Department of Labor/2000 U.S. Census.
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commute to Clayton and Carroll Counties respectively. The remaining 6.7 percent commute to
Paulding and Gwinnett counties, other locations in the state, or outside of the state. Out of state em-
ployment remains below 1 percent.

In 1980 there were 12,259 persons employed in Douglas County. By 2000 employment had doubled
to 32,415. Over 52 percent of the persons employed in Douglas County reside in the county, with:
12.4 percent residing in Cobb County; 10.6 percent residing in Carroll County; 8.8 percent residing
in Paulding County; 3.7 percent residing in Fulton County; 2.1 percent residing in DeKalb County;
1.7 percent residing in both Clayton and Haralson Counties; and 6.7 percent living in other counties
or states. Almost 45% of the employment opportunities in 2000 are located within the incorporated
city portions of the county.

If the labor force participation rate remains the same, in 2025 the potential 43,000 residentsin the la-
bor force residing in the unincorporated portions of Douglas County will be matched to an employ-
ment base of 63,538 or just less than 1.5 jobs for every working resident in the unincorporated
County. Astraffic congestion increases in the region and internal circulation isimproved, it is antici-
pated that a much higher percentage of residents will work in the County than now. A major goal of
the County is to increase live, work and play opportunities by providing the necessary housing op-
portunities and infrastructure, and expanding the base of employment opportunities. Adequate land
is available to achieve this objective. As Douglas County moves closer to this god, it is anticipated
that a much higher percentage of the residential population will actually work within the County.

L ocal Economic Development Resour ces

Development Agencies

Effective economic development programs are a group effort, involving not only local government
staff but also the cooperation of and resources available from other potential partners that have pro-
grams underway at various levels.

Development Authority of Douglas County

In February 1981 the Douglas County Board of Commissioners adopted a resolution creating the
Development Authority of Douglas County. The body was activated in 1997 and has since held the
primary role of financing targeted development projects through the issuance of revenue bonds. The
Development Authority is the central point of contact for businesses |ooking to expand or locate op-
erations in Douglasville and Douglas County. The office maintains a database of available buildings
and sites, tracks business financing programs and assists entrepreneurs in starting businesses in the
County. Additionally, it is the center of economic development planning and marketing and is re-
sponsible for assisting and building relationships with existing businesses and industries. The Devel-
opment Authority provides services designed to assist these businesses with every facet of the loca
tion process. Services provided include:

Confidential site selection services for commercia and industrial;
Program Financing and Incentives;
Demographic and Consumer Information
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Douglas County Chamber of Commerce

The Chamber has an economic development program and offers an excellent resource to the County
for coordinating activities. The Chamber works closely with the Development Authority of Douglas
County in coordinating with other agencies and resources, as well as with State Industry, Tourism
and Trade, and can act as a go-between to these agencies on behalf of the County. The Chamber de-
velops a Local Policy Agenda, based on a semi-annual survey of the Chamber membership, to in-
form members of the local governing bodies of the business community’s position on pertinent is-
sues. The Chamber staff attends meetings at the City of Douglasville and its working committees
and well as meetings of the Douglas County Board of Commissioners. The Chamber also meets fre-
guently with officials on matters of interest to the business community. During 2003-2004, the
Chamber has acted on issues of stormwater management, sales tax, property taxes, land use, zoning
and tourism.

Metro Atlanta Chamber of Commerce

The Metro Atlanta Chamber is involved in a wide range of economic development and regional im-
provement programs, some of which have particular significance for Douglas County. The Metro At-
lanta Chamber's overall goal isregional in scope and addresses the attraction, creation and retention
of businessin metro Atlanta, which includes particular attention to the maintenance and provision of
the physical infrastructure needed to support and expand the business base. The Metro Atlanta
Chamber provides a coordinated program of business promotion at the national and international
level, promoting the entire metro area, including Douglas County. The Chamber's promotional ac-
tivities emphasize the biomedical fields, telecommunications and software, all of which are impor-
tant parts of Douglas County's desired future employment base.

Resour ces—Programs and Tools

Douglas County Chamber of Commerce Entrepreneurial I nitiatives

The Douglas County Chamber of Commerce is dedicated to making businesses achieve success with
avariety of services geared toward small and growing businesses. A few of the services offered in-
clude:

Small Business Development Center — Access to technical and financial assistance specifically
for small business. Business strategy, finance and accounting assistance and market analysis
and planning are afew of the topics available for assistance.

Entrepreneur’s Tool Kit — The “Who's Who” of starting a business in Douglas County. The kit
provides contacts, what forms to fill out, permits required, where to go, the phone numbers and
addresses needed to get the business started.

Entrepreneur Roundtables — Business owners are brought together to discuss best practices,
business issues, success stories and offer networking opportunities.

Small Business Needs Survey — Business needs are assessed and match with resources.

Networking/Advertising Opportunities — Links business owners to business owners, and to po-
tential customers through word of mouth advertising.

Other promotional activities sponsored by the Chamber include a Business to Business Trade
Expo, Ribbon Cutting/Open House service, networking events, a member to member directory
and a community web portal.
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Douglas County Chamber of Commerce Community Development | nitiatives

Strengthening and expanding partnerships throughout the community is a cornerstone of the Douglas
County Chamber of Commerce. The Chamber works in a collaborative fashion, channeling the
business community’ s support to social and community focused organization.

Board of Education — Mentoring students, partnering business and schools and matching intern-
ship/apprenticeship opportunities are a few of the ways that the Douglas Chamber works to en-
hance the public education system with private sector.

Literacy Council — Provides every citizen of the County the opportunity to enjoy the rewards of
education. The Chamber is a participant of the certified Literate Community program, dedicated
to stamping out illiteracy in the community.

Workforce Development Council — Made up of area educators and employers, the Council as-
sesses employment challenges and seeks innovative solutions.

Community Visioning (Douglas Blueprint) — This 10 year vision for the future of the County
serves as a roadmap for strategic growth, land use, planning and zoning, greenspace, workforce
and leadership and civic infrastructure issues. A Steering Committee of community |eaders
meets regularly to keep this plan dynamic.

Social Services — The Chamber and its volunteers are involved in virtually every community
service, including United Way, Women' s Shelter, Children’s Advocacy, and many others.

Quick Start

The Quick Start Training Program provides high quality, tailored training at no cost to area business.
Both manufacturing training and service training are available to manufacturing operations, ware-
house and distribution centers, national and international corporate headquarters, information tech-
nologies and customer service operations. The program includes a training needs analysis, adetailed
training program, high quality training and expert training staff.

Georgia Center for Advanced Telecommunications Technology (GCATT)

GCATT is an initiative of real virtua clusters of excellence in advanced telecommunications.
GCATT supports development of the latest technologies and applications in communications, com-
puting and content processing. Formed in 1991, GCATT is aprogram of the Georgia Research Alli-
ance, a public/private partnership fostering technol ogy-based economic devel opment across the state.
Although GCATT is based at Georgia Tech, it supports research programs in advanced tel ecommu-
nications at the Georgia Research Alliance' s six research universities.

The GCATT partnership of industry, government and universities works together in a three-pronged
strategy of Technology, Policy and Commercialization for high-tech economic development in
Georgia. There are approximately 20 different research centersthat fall under the GCATT umbrella
The research programs of the centers are funded by the industry and government through grants, in-
dustry consortia and directed research projects. GCATT staff provides support by promoting col-
laboration across the various research centers, leveraging the knowledge and resources that already
exists.

Y amacr aw

Yamacraw is an economic development initiative to make Georgia a world leader in the design of
broadband communications systems, devices and chips—thus creating in Georgia both high-paying
design jobs and support and supply-chain jobs. Yamacraw research is grouped in three targeted ar-
eas of broadband technology: Embedded Software, Broadband Access Devices and System Proto-
typing. At its core, Yamacraw is made up of 200-300 world-class researchers who take the best of
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technologies one step further by integrating them to patent a new generation of compatible infra-
structure products.

Georgia Power Company, Economic Development Division

Georgia Power is the oldest economic developer in Georgia, and has an Economic Development Di-
vision whose primary role is to attract businesses to the state. The Economic Development Division
of Georgia Power has two sections, a domestic section and an international section. Each section is
responsible for marketing Georgia as a positive place to do business. There are 130 local offices
statewide with a primary concern of job development. Although Georgia Power has offices through-
out the state, it does not provide any specialized programs for any particular city or county. Georgia
Power's primary local contact for economic development issues are generally with the Chamber's of
Commerce. Alternative points of contact are with the various levels of government in Georgia
Power's service area. Georgia Power has in the past-formed different alliances with other organiza-
tions and agencies for the purpose of attracting businesses to an area.

Georgia Department of Industry, Trade and Tourism

The Georgia Department of Industry, Trade and Tourism (GDITT) is a state funded agency man-
dated to serve as agent for all the cities and counties in the state of Georgia. GDITT's primary pur-
poseisto assist potential businesses considering locating in the state of Georgiain identifying an op-
timal location for their operational needs. The Georgia Department of Industry, Trade and Tourism
also assist the movie industry in locating appropriate movie sets throughout the state of Georgia. The
identification of international markets for the export of Georgia goods and servicesis another duty of
GDITT.

Because GDITT is a statewide agency, there are no specific programs or projects tailored to the
needs of Douglas. In the event that a potential business client is interested in the Douglas area,
GDITT policy is to work with both the Chamber of Commerce and the local governmental entity.
GDITT has a working relationship with the utility companies, rail systems, banks, universities, and
other agencies with resources to facilitate economic development. GDITT maintains a substantial
computer based inventory of commercial and industrial sites throughout Georgia.

Oglethor pe Power

Oglethorpe Power maintains a robust economic development program that works in concert with the
local communities, the Georgia Department of Industry, Trade & Tourism and other statewide eco-
nomic development programs to bring industry into Georgia. Over the past 20 years, these efforts
have resulted in numerous commercial and industrial firms locating or expanding in the state. Ogle-
thorpe Power is a founding member of the Georgia Allies, a public-private economic devel opment
partnership of ten private companies with statewide economic devel opment interests and the Georgia
Department of Industry, Trade and Tourism. The Georgia Center for Site Selection was established
to help businesses, both large and small, establish or expand operations in Georgia. Information on
how to find the most appropriate community in Georgia, and information regarding available indus-
trial buildings and sites to statistical information on communities across Georgia is provide free of
charge.

Georgia Business Expansion Support Act

In 1994, the State passed legidlation for tax credits against state income taxes to encourage economic
development in Georgia. Some of the programs are targeted to specific industry groups manufactur-
ing, warehousing and distribution, processing, telecommunications, tourism, or research and devel-
opment, but does not include retail business).

Job tax credits and investment tax credits are available to the targeted industry groups at different
levels, depending on the relative need of the area for economic development. Some credits are
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available to specific industry groups, while others apply to all employers. Overall, Douglas County
and its cities are categorized, as “Tier 4" communities within the plan and qualifying companies are
eligible for associated credits. The following is a summary of the various provisions of the Act as
they relate to Douglas County:

Special Tax Programs

There are several special tax programsin place in other jurisdictions that are not currently utilized in
Douglas County:

Urban Enterprise Zone. Under an Urban Enterprise Zone, specific areas are delineated where dete-
riorating physical or market conditions have resulted in little or no investment in property improve-
ments or development. Within an Urban Enterprise Zone, if a property owner renovates or develops
asite, the County's property taxes can be frozen at the pre-improvement level for a specified time pe-
riod, then rising in annual stepsto full value taxation at the end of the period. This approach is useful
in encouraging investment that would otherwise not occur, and in eventually increasing the tax base
where taxes would otherwise continue to fall through depreciation.

Urban Enterprise Zones can be set up for commercial, industrial or housing investment, but should
be used only where development would not otherwise occur.

Tax Increment Financing. This approach alows property taxes to rise as sites are developed or im-
proved, but directs all or some of the increase over and above the pre-improvement tax level into
public facilities that have been built to support the area's revitalization. In effect, the government
takes the risk through provision of public improvements up front, and then pays itself back through
the higher tax collection increment while assuring that the pre-improvement tax collections continue
to go into the general fund. Once the improvements are paid for, all of the taxes will go into the gen-
eral fund. This approach can be very useful in a carefully controlled revitalization effort for a dete-
riorating area, where future renovations and development can be reasonably anticipated but are de-
pendent on a general improvement to the area.

Community Improvement Districts: The Georgia Constitution provides for a specia kind of tax
district caled a Community Improvement District (CID). This type of district can be created only
upon the petition of the property owners themselves, and is managed by a board that includes repre-
sentatives of the property owners and the County. Under a CID, only nonresidential property is sub-
ject to the special tax, and the funds must be used only for certain public facilities, such as roads and
water and sewer utilities. The funds can be used for both capital and operating expenditures, and the
specia nature of the Act allows the basis of taxation to be the development density or impact of a
property as well asits assessed value. The Act also alows debt financing without referendum since a
majority of the property owners (who must own at least 75% of the properties by value) must request
the CID designation. A plus for the County is that debts of a CID are not debts of the government
and do not affect the County's debt limit, while the CID can enjoy a lower interest rate due to its
guasi-governmental structure.

B Assessment—Economic Development

Over the last two decades Douglas County has seen changes and growth both in its residential popu-
lation and its employment opportunities. Currently it is estimated that nearly 32,415 people work in
the County, primarily in the services and retail sectors. These sectors have grown as a response to
Douglas County’s location, growing amenities, reasonably priced housing market, available land,
slowly increasing potential buying power of the residential population and an improving quality of
life. Employment growth is expected to continue over the next 25 years, but at a much faster rate de-
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spite the potentia trend of the national economy slowing down, particularly as the availability of
land for new non-residential development is absorbed. Several issues have emerged during this eco-
nomic development analysis:

Services and retail sales are the primary sectors in the Douglas County market, encompassing
over 54.4% of the total employment market. The services sector includes the majority of em-
ployment activity that is done within an office building or business park.

Manufacturing, Technology and Warehousing will continue to increase numerically over the
next 25 years, but will encompass less than 8% of the entire employment market by 2025 due to
the overwhelming growth of the service and retail sectors.

It is expected that between 2000 and 2025 the County will attract 44,600 new jobs, or an in-
crease of 194%.

Infrastructure and available land will play acritical role in attracting the appropriate mix of em-
ployment opportunities. The County must assure that there is adequately zoned land with ap-
propriate infrastructure to service the expected growth in employment within the County. Over
the 2004 to 2025 planning period, over 18 million square feet of occupied non-residential space
will be needed to accommodate employment growth for the unincorporated area of the County.
Based on a standard floor area per acre ratio, this equates to almost 2,000 acres of land needed
for development of the increased need for non-residential space. Overall, approximately 24.6
million square feet of new floor area could be accommodated by current zoning, the clear ma-
jority of which is zoned in the industrial districts (79%). However, the distribution of vacant
land by zoning category does not match the future demand by land use type appropriately. The
current zoning provides far more land then needed for industrial uses, while only about one-half
of the retail commercial demand can be accommodated on commercially zoned land. Land spe-
cifically zoned for office uses will be in particularly short supply; and athough offices can be
allowed in commercia zoning districts, there is insufficient land zoned commercial to accom-
modate the retail development alone.

Previous economic development efforts have been aimed at attracting industrial employment to
the area. Greater efforts should be made to accommodate projected office and retail commercial
to support residential growth.

Industrially zoned land can be used for certain professional and administrative office uses, and
limited commercia use, which could absorb some of the excess industrial zoning. While mid-
rise office parks are often found in and around the kind and quality of industrial development
light industrial uses require, industrial zoning is often unattractive to commercial and office de-
velopment oriented to retail sales and personal services. While the County contains many more
acres of industrial land than 2025 forecasts would absorb, retaining an excess of land for devel-
opment beyond 2025 is not it is not inappropriate. While some vacant industrially zoned land
may not be well located for non-industrial uses, some should be considered for re-zoning to
commercial and office uses.

Upwards of 600 acres of additional office and commercially zoned land is needed to accommo-
date future retail and service uses, both of which will be attracted to the County by its popula-
tion growth and resulting increase in disposable income. The potential for rezoning some of the
available industrial acreage, where it can best accommodate commercia and office uses, should
be considered.

Commuter patterns suggest that there are limited employment opportunities for upper manage-
ment, professional and skilled employees living in the County.
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The local economy is heavily dependent on the service and retail sectors operations, with a defi-
cit in high tech and management/professional sectors. The County should look at ways to fur-
ther diversify the local economy to reduce its heavy reliance on these sectors.

Education levels lag behind a number of surrounding communities. Continued economic
growth and stability will depend on increased educational levels for all age groups and degree
levels.

Retail sales will continue to grow in response to the population growth and increasing incomes
in the Douglas County area. Appropriate land and infrastructure should be provided to meet
this need.

The City of Douglasville has invested substantially in the initial redevelopment of historic
downtown Douglasville. Due to these efforts the downtown area is planned to become a desti-
nation for area residents for shopping, recreating and eating. The historic character of this area
has been emphasized through several events. The City in conjunction with the Chamber of
Commerce will continue to promote this area.

Legitimate start up businesses cannot afford even the low commercial lease rates that Douglas
County has to offer. The County needs to develop mechanisms for fledgling companies to ef-
fectively do business and get off the ground.
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4. Housing

B Introduction

The characteristics and trends within a community are important indicators of future hous-
ing needs and policies..

The purpose of assessing Douglas County's housing stock is to:

1. Assess the current housing stock in terms of overall population demographics, spe-
cial needs populations, economic development and affordability characteristics.

2. Determine the County's future housing needs in conjunction with population projec-
tions, economic development and community goals and policies.

3. Discover and investigate any local housing problems such as substandard housing,
over building, infrastructure and land use suitability.

4. Assess whether an adequate, appropriate, affordable and varied supply of housing is
being offered in Douglas County to meet the future needs of its citizens.

5. Develop an implementation plan to promote the County s vision and to provide the
adequate provision of housing for all sectors of the population in the future.

Due to the desirability of the region, Douglas County faces increasing development pres-
sures as both a bedroom community to the metropolitan area and as a potential employ-
ment center. The Housing Element promotes a mix and balance of residential development
options available to existing and future residents of the County, in the spirit of maintaining
the small town low-density character as desired by county residents.

. | |_
liﬁ;n (1T L

Douglas County Comprehensive Plan, Public Review Draft, June 2004

4-1



Housing®

4-2

Residential Growth in Douglas County

The beginning of European settlement, in what is
now known as Douglas County, began in the
1820 s, primarily from Virginia, the Carolina s, and
the eastern portions of Georgia. Land grants in-
creased the rate of settlement. Rural farming was
the major source of income until the development
of mills in the 1840 s and the incurrence of rail-
roads in the 1880 s.

Because of its proximity to Atlanta, abundance of
vacant land, and the availability of affordable hous-
ing stock, Douglas County has undergone a trans-
formation over the last decade from a totally rural
county to a bedroom community within the Atlanta metropolitan area. Over the last 30
years the County has been urbanizing rapidly, with a large
portion of growth over the last 10 years. Thirty-two percent
of all dwelling units were constructed over this 10-year pe-
riod.

A full two-thirds of those who reside in Douglas County are
employed elsewhere in the region. In 1990 the County had
an estimated 26,495 housing units, up from 17,746 in
1980. By the year 2000 the United States Census identified
34,825 housing units in Douglas County, a 31.4% increase
during the 10-year period. Following current trends the
County is expected to contain 92,697 housing units by the
year 2025. A predominate theme within the Douglas
County Vision statement is the preservation of the County s
rural and small town character. Therefore, large acreage
estates, and single family residential currently is the pre-
dominant housing type within Douglas County; and it is ex-
pected that this trend will continue.

Types of Housing Units

Current Housing Stock

The predominate housing type within Douglas County, both in the 1990 census and the
2000 census was overwhelmingly single-family houses. The single-family house category
includes stick built attached and detached single-family units in addition to manufactured
housing. Stick built single-family housing predominated the housing market in both 1990
and 2000, capturing 74.8% of the market in 1990 and 76.7% in the 2000 census. In the
year 2000 single-family housing comprised 84.6% of the total housing market, inclusive of
mobile homes, detached and attached single-family units. This is a decrease from 1980,
where single-family units, inclusive of mobile homes, constituted over 95% of the housing
stock. Numerically, there are 26,717 single family detached and attached units as of the
2000 census versus 19,819 in the 1990 census, an increase of 6,898 units or 34.8 percent.
Proportionally, however, the representation of stick built single-family attached and de-
tached units within the total housing stock has remained fairly constant between 1990 and
2000. The primary difference occurs in the proportion and numerical representation of
manufactured homes.
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Data indicates that within the third component of single-family housing, manufactured
housing, both the

actual numbers
and percentage of
Table 1 manufactured
Dwelling Units - Percentage by Type housing in Doug-
Historic and Current las County is de-

creasing. Numeri-
cally, there were
1980 1990 2000 2,756 mobile
home units as of

e . .
Single-Family Detached 65,320 73.27% 74.71% the 2000 census
Single-Family Attached 1.53% 2.01% versus 2,933 in
Multi-Family 4.42% 14.13% 15.37% the 1990 census, a
Mobile Home 12.26%  11.07% 7.91% decrease of 177

units or 6 %.

Multi-family hous-

ing units totaled
3,743 in 1990, or 14.1% of the market, and 5,352 in 2000 or 15.4% of the market. This
clearly has been one of the fastest growing housing sectors in Douglas County during the
1990 s in numerical terms, reflecting a 43% increase in total number of multi-family units
over the decade.

Data pertaining to type of unit can be tracked for both incorporated and unincorporated
portions of the County, although slight discrepancies in the numerical counts for 1990 from
STF 1 and STF 3 are noted. In 1990, there were 4,796 total units in the incorporated areas
of the county, inclusive of Douglasville and small portions of Austell and Villa Rica, consti-
tuting 18.1% of the total County housing stock. Of this, almost 98% of the units were lo-
cated within the city of Douglasville. In 2000, the number of housing units within the in-
corporated areas totaled 8,174, comprising 23.5 % of the total housing stock in the county.

The percentage of single-family units to the total units in the incorporated area was also
significantly lower than in the remaining unincorporated county, at 67.7% of the total (inclu-
sive of single family detached and at-
tached units, and mobile homes) in com-
parison to 90% of the total units for the
unincorporated county. By 2000, the pro-
portion of single-family units to the total
in the incorporated area had slightly re-
duced to 66.4%, partly due to the numeri-
cal drop in the number of mobile home
units and a large increase in the number
of multi-family units. In comparison, the
proportion of single-family units to total
units in the unincorporated county in
1990 was 90.2%, remaining constant in
2000.
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Table 2
Trends in Housing Type
1990 - 2000
1990 2000 Percent
Units % Units % Change
Douglas County - Total
Single-Family
SF Detached 19,414 73.3% 26,017 74.7% 1.43%
SF Attached 405 1.5% 700 2.0% 0.48%
Manufactured Home 2,933 11.1% 2,756 7.9% -3.16%
Total Single Family 22,752 85.9% 29,473 84.6% -1.24%
Multi-Family (over 9 units) 1,368 5.2% 2,205 6.3% 1.17%
Duplex 588 2.2% 833 2.4% 0.17%
3 to 9 units/building 1,678 6.3% 2,310 6.6% 0.30%
Other* 109 0.4% 4 0.0% -0.40%
Total--All Units 26,495 100.0% 34,825 100.0%
Douglas County - Unincorporated
Single-Family
SF Detached 16,841 77.6% 21,379 80.2% 2.60%
SF Attached 241 1.1% 342 1.3% 0.20%
Manufactured Home 2,484 11.4% 2,322 8.7% -2.70%
Total Single Family 19,566 90.1% 24,043 90.2% 0.10%
Multi-Family (over 9 units) 1,145 5.3% 1,340 5.0% -0.30%
Duplex 354 1.6% 381 1.4% -0.20%
3 to 9 units/building 505 2.3% 883 3.3% 1.00%
Total Multi-Family 2,004 9.3% 2,604 9.8% 0.50%
Other* 129 0.6% 4 0.0% -0.58%
Total--All Units 21,699 100.0% 26,651 100.0%

Source: 2000 Census, STF1 Database

Conversely, 33.5% of the housing stock in the incorporated
area was multi-family in 2000, increasing slightly from 31.0%
in 1990. Within the unincorporated county, 9.2% of the hous-
ing stock was comprised of multi-family units in 1990, in-
creasing to 9.8% by 2000.

Numerically a significant change has occurred between the
incorporated and unincorporated areas in terms of multi-
family units. In 1990, there were 1,486 multi-family units in
the incorporated areas and 2,004 in the unincorporated
area. By 2000, there were more multi-family units in the in-
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corporated area than the unincorporated at 2,733 and 2,604 respectively. This represents
a numerical increase in the incorporated area of 84%, as compared to a 29.9% increase nu-
merically in the unincorporated area. By 2000, multifamily units in the incorporated area
comprised 7.8% of the total county stock as compared to 7.5% in the unincorporated area,
although over 76% of all housing units in the county are located in the unincorporated area.
This data suggests that the majority of new multi-family housing has been occurring within
the city of Douglasville. As one might suspect, as the urban area of Douglas County, the
City of Douglasville provides a much greater density and

variety of housing types for the county as a whole.

The most noticeable change occurred in the distribution
of manufactured housing units within the incorporated
and unincorporated areas. In 1990, mobile homes con-
stituted 10% of the housing stock within incorporated
and 11% of the housing stock within unincorporated ar-
eas respectively. By 2000, these proportions had de-
creased to 4.7% of the housing stock within incorporated
and 8.7% of the housing stock within unincorporated ar-
eas respectively. Statistics indicate that the majority of
mobile home units are located within the unincorporated
county.

Projected housing unit trends

Future housing-type demand will depend on a number of variables from availability and
economics, to the changes in demographics in Douglas County and Douglasville. The de-
mand analysis for the county (including Douglasville) shows the demand for 92,697 units by
2025, based on a progression of the same breakdown in units by type as existed in 2000.
The forecast indicates that by 2025 the number of multi-family
units in the incorporated areas will be almost double that of
the unincorporated area - at approximately 10,581 multi-
family units (inclusive of duplex units) within the incorporated
areas, as compared to 5,517 multi-family units in the unincor-
porated county.

A recent trend in residential development in the County has
been the master planned development, where residential uses
are combined with amenities and open space. Although an
overall general per acre density applies, natural resources can
be protected through clustering of units or subdivision into
smaller lots to allow for preservation of natural resources,
Greenspace, open space and provision of amenities such as
swimming pools, nature trails, parkland or passive open space
areas, playfields, ponds or lakes, golf courses and putting
greens, and other such activity sites. The county has stream-
lined this process and will strongly encourage all future devel-
opment to utilize this process.

Review of building permit activity during the period from 1995
to 2000 indicates that slightly over one-third of the develop-
ment has been for multi-family housing products. The re-
mainder of the development, over 61%, has been single-family units, with almost 55% being
single family detached. Approximately 6.4% of the permitted development has been for
single-family attached projects, which were processed as two development projects. There
have been no new mobile homes approved. Actually, the number of mobile homes in the
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County is decreasing, both numerically and proportionally, from over 12 percent of the total
stock in 1980, to 11.1 percent of the total in 1990, decreasing to 7.9 percent in 2000.
Based on past development trends and objectives of the County, it is anticipated that single-
family detached units will continue to be the prevalent form of residential development in
the next decade in the unincorporated county area. Based on the new master planned de-
velopment parameters, higher density single-family products may be targeted to mixed-use
developments.

B Age and condition of housing

While the County s housing stock is relatively new and contains most modern conveniences,
some older subdivisions exhibit early signs of deterioration and lack of maintenance. Age
and condition of housing are primary indicators of neighborhood decline and potential
housing intervention programs. It would be to the County s advantage to implement a pro-
active inspection program coupled with some form of maintenance incentives and perhaps
targeted financial assistance. A number of housing programs at the State and Federal level
could be utilized to assist in funding. The elderly would be a positive target group to begin
with and programs could be later expanded to include low and moderate-income house-
holds.

Age

Housing age is a potential factor for determining the need for rehabilitation. Without
proper maintenance, housing units deteriorate over time. In construction terms, 30 years
generally serves as a standard for the initial life of a house. After 30 years, most housing
units require some form of rehabilitation, such as roof repair or replacement, new plumb-
ing, concrete repair, paint, wood trim repair or replacement, heating and cooling system
upgrades, and in some cases interior renovation (appliances primarily in kitchen and bath).
Also, older housing units may not be built to current housing standards for fire or other
safety factors

Douglas County s residential growth has been
relatively recent in nature, which is reflected
in the age of its housing stock. A total of
20,069 housing units, or 58 percent of the
total stock, were built in Douglas County be-
tween 1980 and March 2000. Within the City
of Douglasville, 70 percent of the units were
constructed between 1980 and March 2000.
This compares to only 50 percent for the
State of Georgia. Although numerically the
amount of growth experienced in the unin-
corporated county was greater than in the
city of Douglasville, the statistics reflect a
higher rate of growth in the vicinity of Doug-
lasville over the past two decades.

Only 800 housing units currently exist in Douglas County (or 2.3 percent) which were built
before 1939, and 609 (1.7 percent) built between 1940 and 1949, bringing the total for
homes over 50 years of age to 4.0 percent of the housing stock. Proportionately, a greater
number of older homes (pre-1950) are found within the incorporated area of Douglasville,
with 6.8% of the units over 50 years in age as compared to 3.3% for the unincorporated
county area. As of 2000, the State of Georgia had 192,972 housing units, or 5.9 percent,
which were built before 1939, a reduction from 213,712 units reported in 1990. Even con-

4-6 Douglas County Comprehensive Plan, Public Review Draft, June 2004




Housing®

sidering the demolition of units between 1950 and today, it is apparent that the bulk of
residential development has occurred only recently (Table 3).

Condition

Housing is considered substandard when conditions are found to be below the minimum
standards defined by Section 1001 of the Uniform Housing Code. Households living in sub-
standard conditions are considered in being in need of housing assistance even if they are
not seeking alternative housing arrangements.

In addition to visible structural deficiency, the lack of certain infrastructure and utilities of-
ten serves as an indicator of substandard conditions. The lack of plumbing, the type of heat
source used, and the presence (or absence) of complete kitchen facilities are often used as
indicators of housing condition. As of 2000, less than one-half of one percent (0.3%) of
housing units in Douglas County lack complete plumbing and less than one-half of one per-
cent (0.4%) of housing units lack complete kitchen facilities (Table 4). Similar statistics ap-
ply to those units within the city of Douglasville. The State of Georgia had 0.9 percent of
units lacking complete plumbing facilities and 1.0 percent of units lacking complete kitchen
facilities as of 2000.

The incidence of persons living in structures with no plumbing facilities may be partially at-
tributed to the fact that persons are residing in structures that are not intended as dwelling
units, for example the conversion of garages, basements or sheds to a residence although
they do not contain plumbing or kitchen facilities. As well, such units may not incorporate
heating mechanisms and may depend on space heaters, or have no source of heating.
There appears to be a correlation between the number of units with no plumbing facilities
(112) and the number, which do not utilize fuel (117). It is interesting to note that 14 per-
cent of those units lacking complete plumbing facilities were built prior to 1960. The major-
ity of units lacking plumbing facilities appear to have been built in the periods between
1995 and 1998, and 1970 to 1979, perhaps reflecting the conversion of garages or base-
ments to apartments with no plumbing or cooking facilities.

Douglas County s housing stock is relatively well maintained, yet there is a core of lower
cost houses and manufactured homes that exhibit signs of moderate to significant deterio-
ration. While this has no official documentation and no data on these structures currently
exists, a visual survey of the County is sufficient to form this conclusion. Housing and
property conditions may affect property values, internal and external perceptions, health
and safety concerns. Problem areas include deteriorated siding roofing, and paved areas,
lack of or insufficient landscaping, and litter and debris-filled yards. Additional data should
be collected through housing surveys, inspections, and market studies in targeted areas re-
sulting in an adequate County-wide housing, data base tied in with the eventual develop-
ment of a Geographic Information System.

Presently, there is no data at the parcel level and no data on structural integrity. The prob-
lem of deteriorated housing should be met by programs, which offer incentives for compli-
ance with developed standards and penalties for non-compliance. These programs should
make use of grant funds, as available, from the Federal Government, State Government, ARC
RDC if available, and private foundations.
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Table 3

Housing Type, Age and Condition

Douglas County, Douglasville, Region and State Comparisons

Single-Family
SF Detached
SF Attached

Multi-Family

Mobile Home

Total Units

Total Units
ARC RDC
Unincorporated Co

Built Before 1939:
Douglas County
Douglasville
Unincorporated Co
Georgia
ARC RDC

Lacking Complete
Plumbing:
Douglas County
Douglasville
Unincorporated Co
ARC RDC

1980 1990 2000
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
14,786 83.32% 19,819 74.80% 26,717 76.72%
19,414 73.27% 26,017 74.71%
405 1.53% 700 2.01%
785 4.42% 3,743 14.13% 5,352 15.37%
2,175 12.26% 2,933 11.07% 2,756 7.91%
17,746 26,495 34,825
1,052,430 1,331,264
21,813 26,651
1,223 6.89% 742 2.80% 800 2.30%
315 6.70% 239 3.02%
427 1.96% 561 2.10%
29,662 212,294 8.05% 192,972 5.88%
56,329 5.35% 52,960 3.98%
295 1.66% 112 0.42% 112 0.32%
11 0.23% 28 0.35%
101 0.46% 84 0.32%
4,367 0.41% 6,465 0.49%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census.

B Tenure and Vacancy in Douglas County’s Housing Supply

Owner-Occupied and Renter-Occupied Housing

Owner-occupied units made up 74.8 percent of all occupied housing units in 2000, whereas
Owner-occupancy has

renter-occupied units made up 25.2 percent of occupied units.
slightly decreased since 1990 when figures were 77.8 percent owner-occupied and 22.2
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percent renter-occupied respectively. Conversely, renter-occupancy has slightly increased
since 1990.

Following the above trend, the owner to renter ratio in the county in 2000 is 2.97, down
from 3.50 in 1990 and 4.95 percent on 1980. In comparison, the owner to renter ratio in
the State has been steadily increasing over the past 2 decades, yet still is well below the ra-
tio in the county at 2.08. (Table 5). In comparison, 92.0 percent of the units in the city of
Douglasville are occupied, with a vacancy rate of 8.0 percent. This differential may be at-
tributed to a number of new units, which were completed but not yet occupied, or a higher
turn-over in occupancy due to a higher proportion of rental units. As well, owner occupied
units constituted 56.9 percent of the occupied housing stock, and 43.1 percent of the occu-
pied units were renter occupied. This trend corresponds to the higher incidence of multi-
family type units in the city.

Vacancy Rates

Of the total of 34,825 housing units in Douglas County, 32,822 units or 94.2 percent are
occupied units with only 2,003 units, or 5.8 percent unoccupied. This figure is down from
the 1990 figure of 9.2 percent. (Table 4).

Housing®
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The 2000 Census reports that approximately 2.3 percent of the ownership units in the
county are vacant, with 8.7 percent of the rental units vacant. This closely compares to va-
cancy rates in the state, at 2.2 and 8.5 percent respectively. Mirroring the occupancy factors
within the County, 39.1 percent of the vacant units are for rent, compared to over 50 per-
cent in the city of Douglasville. An additional 29.0 percent of the units are for sale only,
with approximately 10.0 percent of the units rented or sold, but not yet occupied. Of the
vacant units in the county, 5.8 percent are held for vacation or seasonal use, comprising a
very small percentage of the total housing stock.

Analysis of characteristics of vacant units on a countywide basis indicates that 47.6 percent
of the vacant units are detached single family units, 16.3 percent are mobile homes, 25.8
percent are multi-family with 3 or more units, and 10.3 percent are either single family at-

Table 4
Housing Occupancy Characteristics
Douglas County, Region and State Comparisons
1980 1990 2000
Number  Percent Number  Percent Number  Percent
Owner Occupied Units 14,067 83.19% 18,880 77.77% 24,555 74.81%
Renter Occupied Units 2843 16.81% 5,397 22.23% 8,267 25.19%
Total Occupied Units 16,910 100.00% 24,277 100.00% 32,822 100.00%
Total Occupied Units
Georgia 1,215,206 1,536,759 2,029,293
ARC RDC 408,918 577,226 810,955
Douglasville n/a 4,162 7,275
Unincorporated County n/a 20,029 25,416
Vacancy Rate
Douglasville 520 11.10% 635 8.00%
Unincorporated County 1,670 7.70% 1,236 4.60%
Douglas County Total 2,218 8.40% 2,003 5.60%
Owner Vacancy Rate*
Douglas County n/a n/a 2.31%
Georgia n/a 2.36% 2.24%
ARC RDC n/a n/a 1.96%
Renter Vacancy Rate*
Douglas County n/a n/a 8.66%
Georgia n/a 12.36% 8.46%
ARC RDC n/a n/a 7.14%
Owner to Renter Ratio
Douglas County 4.95 3.50 2.97
Georgia 1.86 1.85 2.08
ARC RDC 1.53 1.57 1.80
* Vacancy rate data for 1980 is not consistent with 1990 due to changes in Census methodology.
NOTE: Figures for 1980 show Year-Round units only, while 1990 and 2000 show All Units.
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census.
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tached or duplex units. When broken down into city of Douglasville and remainder of unin-
corporated county area, (small portions of Austell and Villa Rica are included in this data),
the characteristics change. Of the vacant units in the unincorporated area, 54.8 percent are
single-family detached units, 3.2 percent are attached or duplex units, 22 percent are multi-
family, and 20 percent are mobile homes. In comparison, 32.1 percent of the vacant units
are single family detached, 25.7 percent are single family attached or duplex, 44.9 percent
are multi-family, and only 8.3 percent are mobile homes. The characteristic of vacant prop-
erties again reflects trends in types of units being built in the incorporated and unincorpo-
rated areas of the county.

Cost of Housing

Existing Housing

Table 6
Comparison of Property Values and Rent
Region and State Comparisons

1980 1990 2000
County as % of County as % of County as % of
Category ARC RDC State ARC RDC State ARC RDC State
Median Property Value
New Units 80.50% 166.23% 79.52% 102.95% 68.90%  99.00%
Existing Units 68.90%  99.00%
Median Monthly Rent 97.25% 162.09%  105.45% 129.36% 93.80% 122.77%

Within the Atlanta region, surrounding counties and the state, Douglas County is a compa-
rably affordable place to live. Average home values and average rents are below that of the
region in general. Median home values are comparable to those on a state-wide basis, but
rents are higher than the statewide median, although costs in 2000 are becoming more

Housing®

Table 5
Property Values and Rent
Douglas County, Region and State

1980 1990 2000
Category Douglas Region State Douglas Region State Douglas ARC RDC State
Median Property Value $38,400  $47,700 $23,100 $73,400  $92,300 $71,300 $99,600 $144,504 $100,600
Median Monthly Rent $248 $255 $153 $445 $422 $344 $620 $661 $505

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census.
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consistent than those of 10 years ago.

The median purchase cost of a home in Douglas County rose from $73,400 in 1990 to
$99,600 in 2000 (the 2000 Census reports $99,600 for all owner occupied housing, and a
slightly higher figure of $102,700 for specified owner occupied housing units, which may
not include mobile homes), representing an increase of over 35%. Housing values in Doug-
las County were lower than housing values in the city of Douglasville, where the median
housing price was $114,400, as well as the surrounding Paulding and Cobb counties at

$103,600 and $142,790 respectively.

Table 7
Comparison of Housing Costs 2000
Douglas County and Surrounding Counties

Douglas Cobb  Paulding

Owner Housing Value
25th Percentile
Median

75th Percentile

$84,600 $109,900 $88,800
$102,700 $147,600 $106,100
$141,500 $206,200 $136,000

Rental Housing Rents

25th Percentile $499 $593 $371
Median $620 $698 $519
75th Percentile $726 $831 $641
Median Mobile Home  $27,400 $15,500 $49,300

NOTE: In actual dollars for year reported. All figures are as
reported by resident households.
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
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centage of such housing within the City of Douglas-
ville.

Comparatively, Cobb County had only 8.1 percent of
its housing stock valued below $79,999, and only
21.4 percent below $100,000, whereas Paulding
County had over 19 percent of its housing stock val-
ued wunder $79,999 and 46.9 percent below
$100,000.

The city of Douglasville had the highest number of
units valued under $79,999, equivalent to 22.3 per-

In comparison to the regional
10 county ARC ADC median
figure of $144,000, Douglas
County housing costs are sig-
nificantly lower representing
an affordable place to live in
the metropolitan Atlanta Area
(Table 6). This disparity can
be explained by examining
specified housing units by
value classification.

Over 16 percent of the Doug-
las County (inclusive of the
city of Douglasville) housing
stock is valued below $79,999
and a little over half (50.6
percent) of its housing cost
below $100,000. The city of
Douglasville had the highest
number of units valued under
$79,999, equivalent to 22.3
percent of its housing stock.
The high representation of
homes valued at $79,999 or
less possibly reflects the
2,756 mobile homes in the
county, to which the Census
assigns a median value of
$27,400, and the high per-

cent of its housing stock . At the high range, only 32.4 percent of Douglas County s housing
stock was valued over $125,000 and only 10 percent over $200,000. Douglas County is
comparable to Paulding County where 31.1 percent of the housing stock was valued over
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$125,000. In contrast, Cobb County had over 63.6 percent of its housing stock valued over
$125,000 and 25.7 percent over $200,000. As well, the city of Douglasville had 44.3 per-
cent of its housing stock valued over $125,000 and 19.2 percent valued over $200,000, re-
flecting the new residential subdivisions targeted toward move-up and executive level hous-

ing within the city.

New Housing

Analysis of new home prices in the county and Douglasville reflect a number of new home
communities at various price ranges. Data reported through the Multiple Listing Service
tracking price listings of new homes, and listing price compared to sales price for existing
homes for 2003 and the first quarter of 2004 provides a picture of the current housing
market. General findings are as follows:

As of 1/1/04, the average listing price of a sample of 2,920 new homes was $184,108.

Out of 1,308 resales, the average list price was $166,014, with the average sales price
slightly lower at $164,765.

A snapshot of homes sold in March 2004 yields the following information: 21 homes out
of a sample of 113 properties (18.6%) sold for less than $100,000; 50 (44.2%) homes

sold for
$100,100 to
$149,999; 21
homes sold for
$150,000 to
$224,999

(18.6%); and the
remaining 18.6%

sold for over
$225,000. The
majority of the
homes listing
over $250,000
were located in
one of three

master planned
developments

and/or golf
course subdivi-
sions. Only one
home sold for
over $400,000.

Table 8

Value for Owner-Occupied Housing Units
Douglas County, Douglasville and Unincorporated Area

Douglas County

Douglasville

Unincorporated

Housing Value Number %

Less than $50,000 1,924 7.8%
$50,000 to $99,999 10,490 42.7%
$100,000 to $174,999 8,541 34.8%
$175,000 - $249,999 2,139 8.7%
$250,000 + 1,461 6.0%
Total 24,555 100.0%

Number %

376 9.1%
1,373 33.2%
1,288 31.1%

625 15.1%

475 11.5%
4,137 100.0%

Number %

1,548 7.6%
9,117 44.7%
7,253 35.5%
1,514 7.4%
986 4.8%
20,418 100.0%

Source: 2000 Census

Price per acre of raw land and farmland ranged from $11,000 per acre to
$35,000 per acre.

Out of a sample of 141 new homes available as of

4/2004 from an internet listing service: 36.2 percent
were selling for between $117,900 and $199,999;
46.8 percent were selling for between $200,000 and
percent were selling for between
$300,000 and $400,000; and 9.9 percent were sell-
ing for over $400,000. A survey of 7 new residential
subdivisions indicated that five of the subdivisions
offered start up homes for $200,000 and below, one

$299,999; 7.1
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offered mid-priced move-up homes from $200,000 to $400,000 and one offered executive
homes between $300,000 to $500,000. The data indicates that although the market is
changing in the Douglas County area to include move-up and executive housing, it remains
comprised of predominantly entry level and moderate priced single-family subdivisions.

Rental Costs

A summary of rent structures in the County, derived from Census information and internet
real estate listings reflects the following information. The median contract rent in the
County, including the city of Douglasville is $620 per month, as compared to $549 in 1990
and $189 in 1980. Within the unincorporated area, only 3.3 percent of the total rental units
were available for rents below $350 per month, as compared to 11.5 percent in the city of
Douglasville. A larger proportion, 21.2 percent, were available for rents between $350 and
$600 per month. Proportionately, the city of Douglasville offered more rental units in the
lower rental range than the unincorporated County. The largest proportion of units (64.0%)
fell within the $600 to $999 per month range, with only 11.5 percent renting for over
$1,000 per month.

Table 9

Rental Structure for All Rental Units
Douglas County, Douglasville and Unincorporated Area

Douglas County Douglasville  Unincorporated

Monthly Cash Rent Number % Number % Number %

Less than $349 501 6.5% 346 11.5% 155 3.3%
$350 to $599 1,518 19.6% 512 16.9% 1,006 21.2%
$600 to $999 4860 626% 1,827 605% 3,033 64.0%
$1,000 - $1,499 832 10.7% 336 11.1% 496 10.5%
Above $1,500 47 0.6% 0 0.0% 47 1.0%
Total 7,758 100.0% 3,021 100.0% 4,737 100.0%

Source: 2000 Census

Among specified vacant units, the median rent asked was slightly higher, at $668 in the
County and $675 in the city of Douglasville.

Approximately 14.4 percent of the total vacant rental units asked rents below $400 per
month. Of these units, over 42 percent were located in the city of Douglasville.

Almost 45 percent of the vacant units were asking rents below $600 per month, of
which 39 percent were located in the city.

Over half of the available vacant rental units (51.6 percent) rented for between $600 and
$1,000 per month, of which 39 percent were located in Douglasville.

Only 3.5 percent of the vacant units rented for more than $1,000 per month.

Of the rental units available in the unincorporated county: 3 percent were studios; 20.9 per-
cent 1 bedroom; 36.7 percent two-bedroom; and 39.4 percent 3 bedroom. Over one-half of
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the studios rented for less than $750 per month, with 49 percent at rents over $750 per
month; 79 percent of the one-bedrooms rented for between $500 to $1,000 per month;
76.4 percent of the two-bedrooms rented for between $500 to $1,000 per month; and 58.3
percent of the three bedrooms rented for $500 to $1,000 per month.

The majority of units renting at the lower end of the price range for all size units (less than
$300 per month) were located in the city of Douglasville. Single-family units comprised 43
percent of the rental units, which may relate to the high proportion of 3 bedroom rental
units in the unincorporated county.

In early 2004, there were approximately 1,500 lease opportunities available on a monthly
basis. A sample of 10 rental units available through real estate agency internet listings were
all single family units, primarily detached with one duplex unit, with generally higher asking
rents than reflected by the Census, ranging from $600 to $1,295 per month. The average
rent asked was $993 per month. There were no units asking rents below $600 per month.
Out of a sample of 10 units listed, six were asking rents between $600 and 1,000 per
month. The remaining units, all three-bedroom and built within the past 5 years, were
listed at over $1,000 per month.

With 100% financing available, and the low interest rates of the early 2000 s, home owner-
ship is becoming a more attainable goal, particularly in the first time homebuyers housing
market. Although statistics for 2004 are not available, it is possible that the rental vacancy
rate may be increasing as it becomes more feasible for households that traditionally would
be limited to rental housing are able to purchase entry level units. As well, the favorable in-
terest rates and 0% financing options are allowing a greater number of households to enter
the move-up and executive housing market, particularly in Douglas County where home
prices are still reasonable in comparison to other counties in the region.

B Housing and Community Characteristics

This section of the housing chapter addresses the relationship between characteristics of
the population and the existing housing stock, and the county s expectations and future
goals. The following analysis of current county household and housing conditions presents
housing needs and concerns relative to various segments of the population. Several factors
will influence the degree of demand, or need for new housing in the county in coming
years:

housing needs resulting from population growth;
housing needs resulting from the overcrowding of units;
housing needs that result from the overpayment of housing costs; and

housing needs of special needs groups such as elderly, large families, female headed
households, the homeless and the disabled.

These aspects of the community, when compared with existing housing stock, are good
measures of how well current housing stock is meeting the residents needs.

Households Reporting Problems

The State Department of Community Affairs (DCA) has compiled information on households
reporting some kind of housing problem. These include persons with AIDS, persons having
sustained family violence, the elderly, persons with a disability, and persons encountering
substance abuse.
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The characteristics of persons with housing problems are further evaluated by size of
household, tenure, income, household type, age and race. 7,284 persons, or 7.9% of the to-
tal County population reported a housing problem.

Ownership Information

= 66 per cent were owners and 44 percent were renters.

= There were 594 owner households (1.8% of total households) and 368 renter households

(1.1% of total households) reporting multiple problems.
Household Size and Composition
=  The majority of owners with problems (73 percent) lived in 2, 3 and 4 person households;

=  The majority of renters with problems (57.7 percent) lived in 1 and 2 person households, po-
tentially reflecting a relationship to age;

= The average household size for owners with problems was 2.8 persons per household; the
average household size for renters with problems was slightly smaller at 2.5 persons per
household;

= Married couple households comprised 63.2 percent of owner households;

= Female headed households constituting 17.1 percent of owner households;

= Householders living alone comprising 13.2 percent of owners of households;

= householders living alone constituting the largest group at 32.3 percent of renters;
= Married couple households comprised only 28.8 percent of renter households; and

= Female headed households constituting 24.5 percent of renter households.

Income

= Almost 62 percent of the owners with problems reported an income between $25,000 and
$50,000 per year, which is equivalent to an income between 50% and 100% of the county
median income;

= 28.5 percent of the renters with problems reported an income between $25,000 and $50,000
per year;

= The majority of renters with housing problems (71.5%) earned less than $25,000 per year,
which corresponds to the very low-income group per HUD income limits classifications.

= 9.5 percent of the persons reporting a housing problem relied on social security as their pri-
mary source of income, again indicating a relationship of housing problems to age.

The relationship between income and overpayment (cost burden) is further discussed in
a subsequent section.

Overall, persons with housing problems were overwhelmingly white, and non-hispanic in
origin, at 75 percent of persons with problems, correlating closely with the racial distribu-
tion within the county, indicating that housing problems in Douglas County are not particu-
larly attributed to a changing ethnic population. Among persons over the age of 16 report-
ing housing problems, over 80 percent in each tenure category was employed.
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Table 11

Households Reporting Problems
Douglas County

Family Disability | Adult Substance Adult Substance

Violence, # of (Any) % Age Abuse Abuse Treatment

AIDS Cases | Police Actions | Total, # Age Total, % Age 16+, Treatment Need, Need, % of Total

1981-2000* = Taken, 2000** | 62+, 2000*** | 62+, 2000**** | 199Q***** 20071 **rxx* Population, 2001
89 757 8,688 9.43% 21.39% 5,722 6.21%

*Aids Cases Reported by Year of Diagnosis (3 = <5), 1981-2000. Retrieved June 14, 2002, from the University of Georgia, Georgia
Statistics System web site: http://www.georgiastats.uga.edu
Investigation Family Violence Statistics Search Page web site: http://www.state.ga.us/gbi/famv.cgi

***Total, # Age 62+, 2000. Retrieved June 14, 2002, from the University of Georgia, Georgia Statistics System web site:
http://www.georgiastats.uga.edu

****Total, % Age 62+, 2000. Retrieved August 19, 2002, from the University of Georgia, Georgia Statistics System web site:
http://www.georgiastats.uga.edu

===*Disability, % Age 16+ with any disability, 1990. Retrieved June 14, 2002, from the University of Georgia, Georgia Statistics System
web site: http://www.georgiastats.uga.edu

wxxxxMarsteller, F.A. (2001, November 3). 2001 Estimates of the Georgia Adult and Juvenile Populations Needing Substance Abuse
Treatment.

Census Estimate, July 1994. Retrieved August 19, 2002, from the University of Georgia, Georgia Statistics System web site:
http://www.georgiastats.uga.edu

Over 91 percent of owners reporting a housing problem lived in single-family detached
units, with 7 percent in mobile homes. In comparison, less than 32 percent of renters ex-
periencing housing problems resided in a single family detached unit, with over 56 percent
living in multi-family housing and 7.8 percent in mobile homes. This is further expanded in
subsequent analyses of overpayment by tenure and income by incorporated city of Douglas-
ville and unincorporated county.

Income Characteristics

The median household income in Douglas County, according to the 2000 Census, increased
from $37,414 in 1990 to $50,108. The County income was higher than the median income
in the city of Douglasville, which increased from $30,275 in 1990 to $45,289 in 2000.

The HUD median family income for the Atlanta Metropolitan Statistical Area in 2004 was
$69,000. HUD utilizes four income categories for housing affordability analysis: Very Low
income (50% of the median income); Low income (51% to 80% of the median income); Mod-
erate income (81% to 120% of the median income); and Above Moderate income (above
120% of the median). The higher $69,000 median figure is consistent with definitions of low
and moderate income households used in various Federal and State housing programs, e.g.
Housing Choice Vouchers (formerly Section 8), and use of HOME or other Federal funding
programs based on income. However, for purposes of analyzing affordability of the hous-
ing market within Douglas County itself, the lower median income is used, and the defini-
tions of affordability applied, which would reflect more realistic economic conditions than
utilizing the higher median. Under the scenario that the higher median is used, as for appli-
cation for Federal funding, the income limits would subsequently increase as follows: Very
Low income (50% of the median income) to $34,500; Low income (51% to 80% of the median
income) to $55,200; Moderate income (81% to 120% of the median income) to $82,800; and
Above Moderate income (above 120% of the median) to incomes above $82,800. Although
use of these income limits based on the Atlanta MSA as established by HUD as threshold in-
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come limits would theoretically allow households to afford a rental unit with a higher rent,
or purchase a home with a higher cost as compared to the use of income limits based on

the County s median income, it does not accurately reflect the conditions in the County.

Although the Cen-
sus classifications
for income are not
the same as the
household income

Table 12

2000 Household Income Estimates
Douglasville and Unincorporated County

Income Category Douglasville

Unincorporated Douglas County

categories used by Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
HUD and DCA in

housing afforda- 0-$14,999 1,040 14.20% 2,120  8.30% 3,160  9.60%
bility analyses and $15,000 - $24,999 771 10.50% 2,271 8.90% 3,042 9.30%
award of grants and $25,000 - $39,999 1,403 19.20% 4,832 18.90% 6,235 19.00%
other forms of as- $40,000 - $59,999 1,509 20.60% 6,197 24.20% 7,706  23.40%
sistance, general $60,000 + 2,599 35550% 10,137 39.70% 12,736  38.70%
comparisons can be

made. Subse- Total Units 7,322 100.00% 25,537 100.00% 32,879 100.00%
g?etn;‘lay’H%%p“dc:EﬁE Source: 2000 Census

tions to the 2000

Census data estimates for the County result in the following income classifications: Very
Low income households range from less than $25,055; Low income households range from
$25,056 to $40,086; Moderate income households range from $40,089 to $60,130; and
Above Moderate income households exceed $60,131. As shown in Table 12, approximately
38 percent of the households in the County are lower income, with 18.9 percent classified
as very low income and 19 percent as Low-income households. Above Moderate income
households constitute almost 39 percent of the County total, with the remaining 23.4 per-
cent as Moderate-income households. These data indicate that there is a need for housing
affordable to the Very Low and Low income households, as well as a strong market for
housing that serves the needs of Moderate and Above Moderate income households.

The national average poverty threshold for a family of four persons was $17,960 in 2001
(census). The 2000 census reports that 5.7 percent of households in the County were living
below the poverty level, with 2.1 percent of the households residing in the city of Douglas-
ville, and the remaining 3.6 percent on the unincorporated county. Proportionally, the inci-
dence of poverty in the city of Douglasville is greater than in the unincorporated areas, at
10.1 percent of the city population in poverty as compared to 4.5 percent of the unincorpo-
rated county in poverty. Almost 45 percent of households in poverty were female-headed
households with children, followed by married couples at 36.8 percent of households in
poverty, of which almost one-half had children. The remaining 18.2 percent were male-
headed households, of which 73 percent had children. Even though the cost of housing in
Douglas County is generally lower than in surrounding counties in the Atlanta region, lower
income households may require housing with rents or payments lower than payments asso-
ciated with market rate housing. Often, payment assistance is needed from local, state or
federal government agencies to assist these households in getting adequate housing.
Available programs should be used by the County to increase opportunities for affordable
housing for special needs groups. This indicates a particular need for affordable housing
for female-headed households with children, and family units for households with incomes
below the poverty level.
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Housing Cost Burden

Overpayment refers to renters and owners who must pay more than 30 percent of their gross
income for shelter. A high cost of housing eventually causes fixed income, elderly, and lower
income families to use a disproportionate share of their income for housing. This may cause a
series of related financial problems which may result in deterioration of housing stock, because
costs associated with maintenance must be sacrificed for more immediate expenses (e.g. food,
medical care, clothing, and utilities), or inappropriate housing types or sizes to suit the needs
of the households.

Table 13
Percentage of Homeowners Paying More than 30% of Income by Income Bracket
Douglas County, Douglasville and Unincorporated Area

City of Douglasville Unincorporated County Total Douglas County

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Total with a Mortgage 3,677 17,436 21,113
Less than $10,000 79 527 606

30% or more 57 1.55% 346 2.00% 400 4.00%
$10,000 to $19,999 281 829 1,110

30% or more 152 4.10% 428 2.50% 580 2.70%
$20,000 to $34,999 427 2,433 2,860

30% or more 232 6.30% 1,086 6.20% 1,318 6.20%
$35,000 to $49,999 615 3,317 3,932

30% or more 168 4.60% 882 5.10% 1,050 5.00%
$50,000 to $74,999 874 4,900 5,774

30% or more 97 2.60% 341 2.00% 438 2.10%
$75,000 to $99,000 689 3,030 3,719

30% or more 31 0.80% 66 0.40% 97 0.50%
$100,000 to $149,999 496 1,933 2,429

30% or more 6 0.20% 31 0.20% 37 0.20%
$150,000 and above 216 467 683

30% or more 0 0% 0 0% 8 0.00%
Total Paying Over 30% 20.15% 18.40% 20.70%

Source: US Bureau of the Census, 2000
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Table 13 compiles the number of households within the county whose housing costs are
considered a burden. Using income guidelines as provided by the Department of Commu-
nity Affairs, households paying between 30% and 49% of their income are considered cost-
burdened and households paying over 50% are severely cost-burdened. Approximately
23 percent of the households are considered cost burdened within the total county and 8.4
percent of the county is considered severely cost burdened. While this includes approxi-
mately 6,903 households, of which 56.9 percent are homeowners and 43 percent are rent-
ers, it is still relatively low. By comparison, in the Atlanta MSA ___% of households were
spending over 30% of their income on housing compared with 23.0% in Douglas County.

Table 14
Percentage of Renters Paying More than 30% of Income by Income Bracket
Douglas County, Douglasville and Unincorporated Area

City of Douglasville  Unincorporated County Total Douglas County
Number  Percent Number Percent Number  Percent

Total Paying Rent 3132 5,013 8,145
Less than $10,000 458 415 873

30% or more 345 11.00% 235 470% 580 7.10%
$10,000 to $19,999 550 710 1,260

30% or more 452  14.40% 623 12.40% 1077 13.20%
$20,000 to $34,999 769 1,292 2,061

30% or more 440 14.00% 699 13.90% 1139 14.00%
$35,000 to $49,999 586 1,136 1,722

30% or more 37 1.20% 142 2.80% 179 2.20%
$50,000 to $74,999 511 898 1,409

30% or more 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
$75,000 to $99,000 136 436 572

30% or more 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
$100,000 to $149,999 122 126 248

30% or more 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
$150,000 and above 216 0 0

30% or more 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
Total Paying Over 30% 40.60% 33.80% 36.50%

Source: US Bureau of the Census, 2000

From the 2000 Census, cost burden can be broken down further into the incorporated city
of Douglasville and the remaining unincorporated county (inclusive of small portions of the
cities of Villa Rica and Austell). Of the 6,903 total households reporting a cost burden,
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2,197 (7.5 percent of the total county households) are located within the city of Douglas-
ville, with 4,706 (16.1 percent of the total county households) residing in the remainder of
the county. Within the city of Douglasville, 32.3 percent of the households reported a cost
burden of 30% or more, with 46.3 percent of the renters reporting a cost burden, as com-
pared to 20.3 percent of the owners. In the remainder of the County, 18.2 percent of the
owners experienced a cost burden, as compared to 30.4 percent of the renters. In numerical
terms, however, the number of owners experiencing a cost burden exceeds the number of
renters in both jurisdictions. Approximately 44.9 percent of the cost burdened renters had
incomes under $20,000 (less than 50% of the median county income), and 45.9 percent of
the renters had incomes of less than $35,000 (between 50% and 80% of the county median).
Comparatively, 24.3 percent of the cost burdened owners had incomes under $20,000 (less
than 50% of the median county income), 34.0 percent of the owners had incomes of less
than $35,000 (between 50% and 80% of the county median), and 27.7 percent had incomes
between $35,000 and $50,000 (between 80% and 100% of county median).

In the unincorporated county, 18.2 percent of the owners experienced a cost burden, as
compared to 30.4 percent of the renters. In numerical terms, however, the number of own-
ers experiencing a cost burden exceeds the number of renters in both jurisdictions. Ap-
proximately 44.9 percent of the cost burdened renters had incomes under $20,000 (less
than 50% of the median county income), and 45.9 percent of the renters had incomes of
less than $35,000 (between 50% and 80% of the county median). Comparatively, 24.3 per-
cent of the cost burdened owners had incomes under $20,000 (less than 50% of the median
county income), 34.0 percent of the owners had incomes of less than $35,000 (between
50% and 80% of the county median), and 27.7 percent had incomes between $35,000 and
$50,000 (between 80% and 100% of county median).

A distinction between owner and renter housing overpayment is important because, while
homeowners may overextend themselves financially to afford a home purchase, the owner
maintains the option of selling the home and may realize tax benefits or appreciation in
value. In addition, some owner households choose to allocate a higher percentage of their
disposable monthly income on housing costs because this allocation is justified in light of
the financial benefits of ownership. Renters on the other hand, are limited to the rental
market, and are

generally re- Table 15

?huired tto tp?:)Y Affordable Rent/Purchase by Annual Income
€ rent esta Douglas County

lished by the

g;scr:l::;ancy -Lh; Classification Annual Income Maximum Affordable Maximum Affordable
tween owner Rent Payment Purchase Price
and renter

households is Very Low $0 - $25,055 $626 $105,000
largely reflective Low $25,056 - $40,086 $1,002 $172,000

of the tendency Moderate $40,087 - $60,130 $1,503 $250,000

for year round Above Moderate  Above $60,131 $1,503+ $250,100

renter house- Median $50,108 $1,253 $207,000

holds to have

lower incomes Rent Based on 30% of income

than owner Classifications based on HUD income limits

households. Purchase Price based on 10% down, 5% interest and 1.2% taxes and insurance

While efforts to

reduce the cost burden of housing should be considered, particularly lower income rental
households, this is not among the county s most pressing problems, as this segment of the
population represents only 3 percent of the total households in the unincorporated county
area.
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Table 15 identifies the affordable rents and purchase price by income category for a family
of four based on 30 percent of income expended. In the case of rent, the 30 percent does
not include allowance for utilities which may impose additional costs to the renter between
$50 and $100 per month, depending on what utilities the renter is responsible for paying,
and make rental of a unit which otherwise might be affordable to become a condition of
overpayment.

Affordability of Home Ownership

A summary of home prices in the County, derived from the Census, a sample of real estate
sales during the period of January 2003 through March 2004, and internet marketing web-
sites reflects the following information, as previously presented in detail:

According to the Census, a variety of housing types at a range pf prices are offered in
the unincorporated county, from homes with values less than $10,000 to over
$1,000,000 or more.

According to the Census, slightly over 50 percent of the units were valued at $100,000
or less, with 23.3 percent valued at less than $80,000. This indicates that there appears
to be adequate stock of homes to accommodate the 18.9 percent of the county house-
holds with incomes less than 50% of the County median, which can afford a monthly
payment not exceeding $626.

An additional 29 percent of the existing units in the County were valued between
$100,000 and $150,000. It appears as if adequate stock is available to house the 19
percent of the total County households which are considered lower income (at 50% to
80% of County median income), and can theoretically afford a payment which does not
exceed $1,002 per month.

The census reports only 6.0 percent of the housing units with values over $250,000, al-
though over 38 percent of the households could theoretically afford to purchase a home
at that price point. Although in the past four years a large nhumber of new move-up and
executive level housing has been constructed which is not reflected in the Census
counts, it is clear that there is a need for more expensive housing catering to house-
holds with incomes over 120% of the County median.

Only 8.9 percent of the units had a mortgage and/or monthly cost that was less than
$600 per month, which is comparable to the $626 monthly amount a household with an
income of 50% of the County median can afford based on expenditure of 30% of
monthly income. Of those units without a mortgage (units which may have their mort-
gages already paid off or other circumstances), 97 percent of the units had a monthly
cost of less than $600.

However, over 53 percent of the housing stock with a mortgage was reported to have a
monthly payment of less than $1,000, which is the amount affordable to lower income
households with incomes between 50% and 80% of the County median.

Affordability of Rental Units

A summary of rent structures in the County, derived from Census information and April
2004 real estate company internet listing surveys, as previously discussed, reflects the fol-
lowing information for renters:

Within the unincorporated area, only 3.3 percent of the total rental units were available
for rents below $350 per month, which is affordable to households with extremely very
low incomes (earning 25% of the county median), which comprise over 8 percent of the
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rental households, indicating a shortfall in the number of units with rents affordable to
the lowest income households in the unincorporated county.

A larger proportion, 21.2 percent, rented between $350 and $600 per month, which is
affordable to households at the upper ranges of the very low income category (50% of
the County median income), which constitutes over 14 percent of the households in the
unincorporated county.

The largest proportion of units (64.0%) fell within the $600 to $999 per month range,
which is affordable to households within the low-income range (50-80% of County me-
dian income) which constitute almost 26 percent of the households.

Only 11.5 percent rented for over $1,000 per month, which is generally affordable to
households earning over 80% of the median income.

A sample of 10 rental units available through real estate agency internet listings were all
single family units, primarily detached with one duplex unit, with generally higher ask-
ing rents than reflected by the Census, ranging from $600 to $1,295 per month. The
average rent asked was $993 per month. There were no units asking rents below $600
per month. Out of a sample of 10 units listed, six were asking rents between $600 and
1,000 per month. The remaining units, all three-bedroom and built within the past 5
years, were listed at over $1,000 per month. This indicates that there are generally two
bedroom single family rental units available to households earning between 50 and 80%
of the County median income, and three-bedroom units available at rents affordable to
households with incomes over 80% of the County median.

The above analysis of current market conditions suggests that while there may be an
adequate number of rental units available for lower income households, there may not
be an adequate number providing the size needed by the lower income households.

Overcrowding

In response to higher housing prices, lower income households must often be satisfied with
smaller, less adequate housing for available money. This may result in overcrowding.
Overcrowding places a strain on physical facilities, does not provide a satisfying environ-
ment, and eventually may cause conditions which contribute both to deterioration of the
housing stock and neighborhoods in general.

The Bureau of Census defines overcrowded housing units as those in excess of one person
per room average . Overcrowding is often reflective of one of three conditions: 1) either a
family or household is living in too small a dwelling; 2) a family is required to house ex-
tended family members (i.e. grandparents or grown children and their families living with
parents, termed doubling); 3) a family is renting inadequate living space to non-family
members, also representing doubling.

Douglas County Public Review Draft, June 2004 4-23




Housing®

The number of rooms available in a residence, and the proportion of larger or smaller units
in a jurisdiction influences the incidence of overcrowding. Since 1990, housing units have
been getting larger on a countywide basis. The proportion of large units (7, 8, and 9
rooms) has increased from 25 percent to almost 33 percent of the total housing stock. Con-
versely, the proportion of smaller units has decreased since 1990 from 22.4 percent to 20.4
percent, as well as the proportion of average sized homes with 5 and 6 rooms, from 52 per-
cent in 1 0 to47 percent in 2000. This same trend applies to both the city of Douglasville
and the unincorporated county.

Table 16 shows the number of rooms per unit, by tenure. Generally, owner-occupied hous-

Table 16
Rooms In Housing Unit 2000
Douglas County, Douglasville and Unincorporated Area

Size Douglas County Unincorporated County Incorporated Areas
Count % Count % Count %
Owner Occupied
1-Room 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
2-Rooms 102 0.3% 78 0.3% 24 0.3%
3-Rooms 719 2.2% 581 2.3% 138 1.9%
4-Rooms 1,107 3.4% 877 3.4% 230 3.2%
5-Rooms 4,976 15.2% 4226 16.5% 750 10.3%
6-Rooms 7,390 22.5% 6476 25.3% 914 12.6%
7-Rooms 4,639 14.1% 3958 15.5% 681 9.4%
8-Rooms 2,905 8.9% 2351 9.2% 554 7.6%
9+ Rooms 2,717 8.3% 1871 7.3% 846 11.6%
Total Owni 24,555 74.9% 20418 79.9% 4137 56.9%

Renter Occupied

1-Room 212 0.6% 119 0.5% 93 1.3%
2-Rooms 640 1.9% 461 1.8% 179 2.5%
3-Rooms 1,345 4.1% 691 2.7% 654 8.9%
4-Rooms 2,275 6.9% 1251 4.9% 1024 14.1%
5-Rooms 1,802 5.5% 1144 4.5% 658 9.0%
6-Rooms 1,294 3.9% 888 3.5% 406 5.6%
7-Rooms 357 1.1% 306 1.2% 51 0.7%
8-Rooms 222 0.7% 165 0.6% 57 0.8%
9+ Rooms 120 0.4% 104 0.4% 16 0.2%
Total Rent 8,267 25.1% 5129 20.1% 3138 43.1%
Total 32,822 100.0% 25548 100.0% 7275 100.0%

Source: 2000 Census

ing tends to be larger. Over 50 percent of the units in the unincorporated county are
owner-occupied with 5, 6 and 7 rooms, which would generally correspond to 2, 3 and some
4 bedroom units. These size units constitute over 70 percent of the owner-occupied hous-
ing stock, with 6 room units comprising the largest proportion. Among renter-occupied
housing, the majority of units, 68.9 percent of the rental stock, are comprised of 4, 5 and 6
room units, with 5 room units as the largest proportion. The number of small rental units
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(1, 2, 3 and 4 rooms) exceeds the number of small owner-occupied units of the same size,

Table 17
Occupants Per Room by Tenure
Douglas County, Douglasville and Unincorporated Area

Occupants/Room  Douglas County Unincorporated County Incorporated Areas
Count % Count % Count %
Owner Occupied
0.50 or less 17,030 69.3% 14,062 68.9% 2,968 71.7%
0.51to0 1.00 6,917 28.2% 5,861 28.7% 1,056 25.5%
1.01 to 1.50 483 2.0% 390 1.9% 93 2.3%
1.51 to 2.00 97 0.4% 81 0.4% 16 0.4%
2.01 or more 28 0.1% 24 0.1% 4 0.1%
Total 24,555  100.0% 20,418 100.0% 4,137 100.0%

Renter Occupied

0.50 or less 4,630 56.0% 2,899 56.5% 1,731 55.2%
0.51to0 1.00 3,037 36.8% 1,817 35.4% 1,220 38.9%
1.01to 1.50 426 5.2% 309 6.0% 117 3.7%
1.51 to 2.00 116 1.4% 86 1.7% 30 1.0%
2.01 or more 58 0.7% 18 0.4% 40 1.3%
Total 8,267 100.1% 5,129 100.0% 3,138 100.1%
Total Households 32,822 100.0% 25,547 100.0% 7,275 100.0%

Source: 2000 Census

at 9.9 percent of the total stock for renters as compared to 6 percent for owner-occupied
units.

Information provided by the Georgia Department of Community Affairs relating to persons
or households reporting housing problems indicates that 319 owner households and 397
renter households experienced overcrowding conditions. Data from the Census differs
slightly. According to the Census, approximately 3.5 percent of all households (903) in the
unincorporated county area reported overcrowded housing conditions, of which 54.8 per-
cent were owner occupied units and 45.2 percent were renter occupied units. Proportion-
ately, renters experienced overcrowding at a higher rate than owners with 8.0 percent of
renters living in overcrowded units as compared to 2.4 percent of owners. This is reflected
in the fact that within the total unincorporated county area, owners experiencing overcrowd-
ing comprised 1.9 percent of the total households, while renters experiencing overcrowding
comprised 1.6 percent of the total households, although proportionately renters repre-
sented only 20 percent of the total households. Within the city of Douglasville, 4.1 percent
of the households experienced overcrowded conditions, whereby overcrowding among
owners represented 1.6 percent of the total households, and overcrowding among renters
represented 2.6 percent of the total households.

The 2000 Census reports the average household size of owner-occupied units at 2.87 per-
sons, and the average size of renter-occupied units at 2.52 persons per unit. Within the un-
incorporated county areas, 3 and 4 person households comprised 38.3 percent of the total,
with 2 person households comprising 33 percent of the total. Larger households with 5 or
more persons constituted 11.5 percent of the total households, and single person house-
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holds comprised 17.1 percent of the Table 18

households. Distribution in the city Average Household Size

of Douglasville was comparable with Douglas County, Douglasville and Unincorporated Area

O_ne difference the proportion O_f Size Douglas Unincorporate Incorporated Arei

single person households consti- County County

tuted 23 percent of total households Owner Occupied

with a slightly lower representation 1-Person 3,566 2,867 699

of 3 and 4 person households at 2-Person 8,369 7,027 1,342

34.7 percent of the total. 3-Person 5128 4,282 846
4-person 4,584 3,858 727
5-Person 1,947 1,607 340

Special Needs Populations 6-Person 621 515 106
7+ Person 340 263 77

. . . TOTAL 24,555 20,419 4,137

A variety of populations within

Douglas County have special Renter Occupied

housing needs. Within the county as 1-Person 2,474 1,497 977

a whole, 15,562 persons, or 18.4 2-Person 2,309 1,395 914

percent of the population over age 5 3-Person 1512 880 632

were reported as having a disability. gg‘zzz: 1'232 ggg ig;

By jurisgliction, 3,2_87 (18.3 percgnt 6-Person 292 157 65

of the city population over 5) reside 7+ Person 110 73 37

in the city of Douglasville, and 8,267 5,129 3,138

12,275 (18.4 percent of remaining

county population over age 5) Total 32,822 25,548 7,275

persons resided in the remaining
unincorporated county (inclusive of
portions of Austell and Villa Rica). Within the unincorporated county, persons between the
ages of 21 and 65 represented 66.1 percent of the total population over age 5. Proportion-
ally, 64.5 percent of all disabled persons are between age 21 and 65. Persons over 65 con-
stituted over 21 percent of all persons reporting a disability in the unincorporated area, al-
though persons over 65 represent 8.2 percent of the population over age 5. In other terms,
49 percent of seniors reported a disability.

Source: 2000 Census

Table 19 includes an inventory of some disabilities accounted for by the Census Bureau. Ac-
cording to the Census, there were 28,558 disabilities reported in the county, of which 21
percent (5,997) disabilities were reported within the city of Douglasville. It should be noted
that the reporting of a disability does not equate to the actual number of persons reporting
disabilities. A single person may have reported more than one kind of disability. For exam-
ple, a person may report a physical disability that in turn results in a self care disability and
an inability to work, resulting in being counted in three categories. Within the unincorpo-
rated county area, seniors accounted for 25.3 percent of the disabilities, persons between
16 and 65 accounted for 69.9 percent of the disabilities, and persons under 15 represented
the remaining 4.8 percent. Almost 25 percent of all disabilities reported were an employ-
ment disability.

Many of these disabilities simply require design modification to existing residences. Other
populations, such as individuals with extreme mental disabilities, or self care limitations,
require long-term residential care. Within the county, specialty housing, such as residential
group homes and shelters exist to meet the needs of this group. There are shelters for vic-
tims of domestic violence and their families, rehabilitation centers for individuals recovering
from drug addiction or mental illness, and transitional housing for homeless families.
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A less visible component of special needs populations are the homeless. Based on a 2001
study conducted by the Metro Atlanta Task Force for the Homeless, 25 calls were received

Table 19

Special Needs Populations
Douglas County

ng®

Age Group Tallied Sensory  Physical Mental Self-Care Go-Outside Employmer
Douglas County
5t0 15 1,403 211 184 869 139 0 0
16to 64 20,141 1,671 4,256 2,262 1,093 3,864 6,995
65 and older 7,104 1,127 2,573 875 751 1,688 0
Total 28,648 3,009 7,013 4,006 1,983 5,552 6,995
Douglasville
5t015 318 56 49 177 36 0 0
16t0 64 4,464 373 954 535 286 859 1,457
65 and older 1,345 237 570 151 128 259 0
Total 6,127 666 1,573 863 450 1,118 1,457
Unincorporated County
5t015 1,085 155 135 692 103 0 0
16t0 64 15,677 1,298 3,302 1,727 807 3,005 5,538
65 and older 5,759 890 2,003 724 623 1,429 0
Total 22,521 2,343 5,440 3,143 1,533 4,434 5,538
Source: 2000 Census
for placement of 39 individuals from Douglas County in shelters. There are two homeless
shelters in Douglas County: SHARE House, a 50 bed facility for female victims of domestic
abuse; and the Douglas County Homeless Shelter. The Homeless Shelter is a single struc-
ture with an 18-bed capacity for intact families and single women with children, funded
through a non-profit organization and supplemented by grants through DCA. Residents
may stay for a period up to 6 months, or longer if necessary. The nonprofit organization
operating the Homeless Shelter indicates that additional shelter facilities, for a total of 40
beds, are needed in the County. Single men are referred to the Metro Atlanta Task Force for
placement in Jefferson s Place in Atlanta, or other shelter facilities in the Atlanta metropoli-
tan region. The County should consider assisting the non-profit organization in working
with DCA to apply for additional potential funding for expansion of available facilities with
up to 22 additional beds.
In addition, Travelers Aid operates a transitional housing program providing four 2-
bedroom units (each providing up to 6 beds) in Douglas County (currently within the unin-
corporated area but slated for a relocation to Douglasville in 2004) for households which
are: currently residing in a shelter; have been evicted from their current residence; are living
in extremely overcrowded conditions; or facing homelessness. Occupants are recruited
from the Homeless Shelter or SHARE house, or are referred by organizations, churches, or
social services. Other resources serving the homeless, or nearly homeless in the County are
the Douglas County Continuum of Care, and the Douglas County Food Bank.
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Age and Housing Needs

Residents require different accommodations throughout their lifecycle. The needs of a sin-
gle person are very different to that of a family and again to someone we would consider an
empty nester. According to Census data, median age in Douglas County has increased
from 30.9 in 1990, to 32.5 in the year 2000. Between the years 1990 and 2000, the age
Table ? groups that increased

Comparison of Age Distribution the most were the 45 to

e . 55 year old group at a
Distribution by County, Region & State 64% increase, followed

by the over 55 years old
category at a 47%
increase. This indicates

County as % of

Age Group County Region* State Region* State

0-4 7.31% 7.37% 7.27%  99.12%  100.51% an aging of the baby
boom generation and

5-14 15.75% 14.88% 14.94%  105.81%  105.37% presumably a portion of
their children in the 5 to

15-19 7.23% 6.81% 7.28%  106.09% 99.26% 13 year old age cohort.
The age group of 20-34

20-24 6.25% 7.03% 7.23% 89.01% 86.46% year olds reflects
persons of marriageable

25-29 7.28% 8.83% 7.84% 82.41% 92.84% age, at 20.6% of the
population, who are

30-34 8.34% 9.08% 8.03% 91.85%  103.78% potential  single-family
homeowners. Currently

35-44 17.86% 17.96% 16.53% 99.45%  108.00% 24% of children are of
school age, with an

45-54 14.24% 13.61% 13.19%  104.69%  107.97% additional  7.3% under
55-64 8.20% 7.16% 8.08%  114.48%  101.50% the age of 5. The age
' ' ' ' ' group of 0 to 4 year

65+ 7.55% 7.27% 059% 103.77% 78700  °lds remained almost

constant.

Source: Year 2000 U.S. Census. County figures are for all of Douglas County.

There are a total of 14,517 persons over the age of 65, comprising 16% of the total popula-
tion. The 35 to 54 year old age group comprises the largest percentage of the population,
at 32%.. While almost half of the population may be comprised of young families with chil-
dren, it appears as if the mature population with older children is steadily increasing. By the
year 2025 an even greater number of residents will move into the 65 over age range, with a
projected 15% of the population at age 65 and above. As the County s age characteristics
continue to diversify, special planning attention should be aimed towards community facility
improvements, live, work, play environments, linkages and housing to meet the needs of a
wide range of ages and lifestyles.

Various housing types will be required to meet the lifestyle characteristics of the area. Mas-
ter planned developments that incorporate a non-residential component and special consid-
erations to linkages, and mixed uses within village centers will enable people of all ages to
remain within the County. Not only will diversified housing stock (such as duplex, multi-
family, townhouse, etc.) be important to younger families, single persons and empty nesters
as affordable housing alternatives, they will provide construction jobs and available housing
for an increasing labor market.

To meet the needs of this diversified population, the above population statistics reflect the
need for an increased attention to public facilities such as schools, recreation, health facili-
ties and a continued emphasis on youth oriented and elderly programs countywide.
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Employment and Commuting Patterns

A strong and diverse economy is important because it creates jobs, increases income and
provides a more stable tax base, and thereby provides a better quality of life. Although the
county continues to grow economically, it continues to remain primarily a bedroom com-

munity for the

Atlanta Metro
area, based on
Table ? analyses of

Commuting Patterns
Historic and Current

commuting pat-
terns. For Doug-

Count Percentage las County to

provide for the

Category 1990 2000 1990 2000 necessary ser-

vices to meet

Worked in County of Residence 12,081 16,924 33.10%  36.92% the needs of its
Worked outside County of Residence 24,412 28,916 66.90%  63.08% population, the

County will have
to continue to
diversify its eco-
nomic base. Ta-
ble 21 summarizes the changes in commuting patters between 1990 and 2000. The number
of persons living and working within Douglas County is increasing slightly from 32.8 per-
cent in 1990, to 36.7 percent in 2000. Over 62 percent still commute to employment out-
side of the county as of 2000, down slightly from over 66 percent in 1990. In addition to
over 36 percent of the commuters working within Douglas County, almost 31 percent of
persons residing in Douglas County commute to Fulton County, 16.1 percent commute to
Cobb County, 4.8 percent commute to DeKalb County, and 2.6 and 2.3 percent commute to
Clayton and Carroll Counties respectively. The remaining 6.7 percent commute to Paulding
and Gwinnett counties, other locations in the state, or outside of the state. Out of state em-
ployment remains below 1 percent. As seen in the Economic Development Chapter job
growth within the county increased from 26,048 in 1990 to 31,818 in 2002.

Figures from U.S. Bureau of the Census.
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Table ?
Commuting Patterns

Employed Residents of Douglas Persons Working in Douglas
County Where Percent of County of Percent of
Employed Employees Total Residence Employees Total
Carroll 1,057 2.29% Carroll 3,438 10.61%
Clayton 1,196 2.59% Clayton 567 1.75%
Cobb 7,450 16.13% Cobb 4,011 12.37%
DeKalb 2,211 4.79% DeKalb 674 2.08%
Douglas 16,924 36.65% Douglas 16,924 52.21%
Fulton 14,253 30.87% Fulton 1,192 3.68%
Gwinnett 747 1.62% Haralson 562 1.73%
Paulding 596 1.29% Paulding 2,865 8.84%
Other 1,742 3.77% Other 2,182 6.73%
Total 46,176 Total 32,415

Source: Georgia Department of Labor/2000 U.S. Census.

In 1980 there were 12,259 persons employed in Douglas County. By 2000 employment had
doubled to 32,415. Over 52 percent of the persons employed in Douglas County reside in
the county, with: 12.4 percent residing in Cobb County; 10.6 percent residing in Carroll
County; 8.8 percent residing in Paulding County; 3.7 percent residing in Fulton County; 2.1
percent residing in DeKalb County; 1.7 percent residing in both Clayton and Haralson Coun-
ties; and 6.7 percent living in other counties or states. Almost 45% of the employment op-
portunities in 2000 are located within the incorporated city portions of the county. Accord-
ing to the available data for the industry mix in Douglas County, the top sector within the
county was services, capturing 30.5% of the workforce; followed by retail trade at 24%. Con-
struction and government/public administration constitute approximately 11% each. Agri-
culture, forestry and mining is the smallest sector at less than 2% of the total employment
market.

Affordable Housing Options and Housing Programs

It appears from statistics that housing affordability in Douglas County is on par with sur-
rounding counties and lower than some adjacent counties and the 10 county ARC region in
general. Approximately 50 percent of the existing housing is valued at less than $100,000,
which theoretically provides ownership opportunities for persons with income of 50% or less
than the county median, although homes valued at the lower end of the range are scarce.
The median price of a new home is significantly higher, at around $180,000 to $188,000,
which indicates that the move-up and executive level housing market is expanding, al-
though still limited. The median rent is $620, which also theoretically accommodates hous-
ing affordable to persons with incomes less than 50% of the median income. However, a
housing affordability problem does exist in the County, within both the City of Douglasville
and unincorporated areas, particularly among very low income renters. A majority of house-
holds are currently paying less than 30% of their monthly income for housing related ex-
penses. The correlation between income deficiencies and housing problems (affordability
and maintenance) indicates the need to develop the means to assist a small contingent of
lower income renters (6.9% of the total households in the unincorporated County), home-
owners and potential homeowners with both attaining and/or improving their current hous-
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ing. Government subsidized programs will continue to be instrumental in improving the liv-
ing conditions of these households. In general, it is reasonable to expect that housing
needs of low income households will, in many cases, continue to be unsatisfied through
market rate inventory, even though the County is extremely well stocked in lower cost hous-
ing stock, making government assisted housing programs essential.

The Douglas County Housing Authority provides 229 units of public housing with rents af-
fordable to low income households, based on the HUD Median Family Income of $69,000
for the Atlanta MSA. (as discussed previously). All of the public housing units are located
within the City of Douglasville. There are 110 family units, 100 units for the elderly and
handicapped, and 19 new handicapped wheelchair accessible units funded through a HUD
Grant. In 1998, the Douglas County Housing Authority was authorized to issue a bond for
$8,360,000 for one of their public housing projects.

Douglas County works with the State Department of Community Affairs (DCA) for award of
grants or funding for housing assistance through a number of DCA s housing assistance
programs. In addition, grants for assistance to the two homeless facilities in the County,
S.H.A.R.E. House and the Douglas County Shelter, has also been awarded utilizing funds
from the Federal Emergency Shelter Grant and State Housing Trust Fund. The principle pro-
grams utilized over the past decade include:

Housing Choice Vouchers: Formerly the Section 8 Rental Assistance program, Housing
Choice Vouchers is a program funded by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment. The program helps low and very low income households pay rent in the pri-
vate rental housing market. DCA determines if a person is eligible to participate in the
program. People who participate in the program normally pay 30 percent of their in-
come as their portion of monthly rent and utilities. DCA pays the remainder of the rent
to the landlord. There are program requirements regarding the maximum rent allow-
able and the quality of the rental unit. In some special cases, rental assistance vouchers
may be ties to a particular apartment complex (project based section 8) although this is
not the case in Douglas County. In 2003, the Housing Choice Voucher Program assisted
345 renter households throughout Douglas County.

OwnHOME Down Payment Loan Program: This program provides 0% interest loans to
help first time home-buyers with down payment, closing costs and pre-paid items asso-
ciated with owning a home. Generally Own HOME loans are available in only conjunction
with the Home Buyer Mortgage Program. Own HOME loans are made as delayed repay-
ment second mortgage loans of $5,000. Delayed repayment means that the loan is re-
paid when the home is sold, transferred or refinanced or if the home is no longer the
borrower s primary residence. Own HOME borrowers must provide a portion of their own
funds, wit a contribution of one percent of the sale price of the home, for the down
payment, closing costs or prepaid items. Own HOME loans are available from local lend-
ers participating in the Home Buyer Program. Since 1996, 203 loans have been com-
pleted to Douglas County residents.

Home Buyer Mortgage Program: The Home Buyer Mortgage Program provides low in-
terest rate mortgage loans for borrowers with moderate incomes and modest assets.
Borrowers generally must be first time homebuyers. The loans are 30 year fixed rate
mortgages with interest rates that are below the market rate. Loans are originated un-
der FHA, VA, conventional or USDA/Rural Development Guidelines. Homes purchased
under the program cannot exceed maximum sales price limits. Application for these
loans is made through a network of participating local lenders in the community. The
required down payment is a minimum of 1 percent of the sales price, and the home
must be the borrower s primary residence.

Emergency Shelter Grant Program: This program provides funds to non-profit organi-
zations and local governments from the State Housing Trust Fund for the Homeless
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Commission and Emergency Shelter Grants Program funds allocated to the State by
HUD. Grant funds must be used to provide shelter and essential services to homeless
persons. Eligible activities include emergency shelter and essential services to the home-
less, transitional housing, homeless prevention programs, acquisition, construction
and/or renovation of facilities that serve the homeless, and technical assistance. Gen-
eral funding limits are set for each of these activities. A 25 percent matching share is
expected for participation in the facility development program. Since 1996, $264,546
has been awarded to S.H.A.R.E. House, the Douglas County Shelter, or the Douglas
County Food Bank for assistance to the homeless.

Bond Allocation Program: Federal law allows for tax-exempt government bonds to be
issued for certain types of private activities. In Georgia, DCA is responsible for the ad-
ministration of the Georgia Allocation System, through which eligible authorities receive
authorization to issue bonds. Bonds used for multi-family rental housing must set aside
a portion of the funds for low to moderate-income households. Rental developments fi-
nanced with these bonds are also eligible for state and federal housing credits without
having to compete in the annual tax application cycle.

DCA offers a number of programs which the County has not participated in which serve as
potential resources for housing redevelopment activities through the Home Again Program,
CBDG and Community HOME Investment Program. As well, DCA offers the HOME Rental
Housing Loan Program and Housing Tax Credit Program to help develop affordable rental
housing. The County should consider application for such funding resources in the future,
particularly for implementation of a targeted housing rehabilitation and maintenance pro-
gram.

In addition to the government funded programs described above, the County will need to
plan for meeting additional needs of the lower income households utilizing the remaining
vacant land zoned to accommodate higher density housing types. The integration of care-
fully planned and design monitored residential components into commercial mixed-use cen-
ters, which may cater, for example: to the elderly; small or large households; or quality
rental complexes with a proportion of units reserved at rents affordable to lower income
households, will reinforce the concepts reflected by the Future Land Use Map for focusing
growth into nodes and along existing trans-
portation corridors. While the Future Land Use
Plan provides for a full range of housing types
and densities, future decisions of the County
regarding public improvements, zoning and
development standards will determine the ex-
tent to which limited multi-family and creative
housing products, as well as fostering in-
creased numbers of move-up and executive
level housing, will successfully be utilized in
meeting anticipated housing needs.

B Housing Forecasts

Since 1980, dwelling unit construction in the County has steadily grown from 14,752 units
in 1980 to 34,825 units in 2000. The growth in the County in the 1990s coincides with the
growth and suburbanization of the Atlanta area. It is anticipated this trend will continue into
the future. Recent trends in dwelling unit construction are anticipated to continue, at least
in the short term. Maintaining adequate transportation access, continued growth of em-
ployment opportunities and a diversified housing stock will be key factors in the continua-
tion of residential growth.
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In general, the average
number of persons per 2,000
household for Douglas
County (2.6) is used to
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forecast future dwelling 1,500 / \
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aging of the baby 250 \_. %7
boomer population. By )
2025’ the r.]uml?er Of 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
dwelling units is ex-
pected to almost triple
to 92,697 units, in
close correlation to the increase in population. This forecast can be broken down further
into the city of

- - O- - Average Annual
—+—Linear Trend

Douglasville Table 23 _

with a forecast Forecasted Units by Type

unit count of Unincorporated Douglas County

27,880, and

by unincorpo- Distribution 2004 2025 Increase
rated county,

with a forecast Single Family 88.93% 27,596 59,289 31,693
of 64,817 Two Family (Duplex) 1.43% 428 675 247
units by 2025. Multi-family 9.62% 2,901 4,842 1,941
This indicates Other 0.02% 5 11 6
a potential Total 100.00% 30,930 64,817 33,887

growth in the
housing stock
of 33,888 new
units. The dis-
tribution of
units among housing types in the unincorporated county area is provided in Table 23.

Source: Distribution based on housing units by type, 2000 Census

Development Capacity

The County currently has capacity to ac-
commodate additional residential growth
in the years ahead, embodied by its sup-
ply of vacant, developable land. Actual
development capacity, based on: the cur-
rent zoning; net acres of vacant land
available for development; realistic mini-
mum land required per lot within each
zone, and applicable development densi-
ties, appears to be adequate, for the most
part, to serve the projected housing
needs. Overall, current zoning in the un-
incorporated area could support, at most,
about 32,400 new housing units (assum-
ing no redevelopment of currently exist-
ing land uses), the vast majority of which
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Table 24
Demand/Capacity Comparison
Unincorporated Douglas County

Demand Development Unmet Excess % Unmet
2025 Capacity Demand Capacity
Residential Growth 33888 32419 1489 0 1%
(in Housing Units)
Single Family 31,693 30,130 1,563 0 5%
Two-Family 247 28 219 0 89%
Multi-Family 1,941 2,261 0 320 0%

Source: Demographic Trends and Development Demand Analysis for Douglas County

(92.9%) would be single family homes on individual lots. The remaining 7 percent of the to-
tal future capacity falls under the multi-family zoning districts.

Overall, projected residential growth is very close to the capacity available, exceeding it by
only 4 percent. This would represent a complete build out of the residential areas by, or be-
fore, 2025 as currently zoned. The same can be said for the single-family detached cate-
gory, with demand at 5 percent over current capacity. There is a clear but very small lack of
land designated for duplexes, while the multi-family zoning districts can accommodate 14
percent more units than demanded in 2025. This indicates that the demand for multi-
family housing, although low in the County, should be focused on providing units which ac-
commodate particular households types with housing problems, such as large person
households (3 bedroom rental units); the elderly and/or disabled; single person households;
and units with rents or purchase prices affordable to lower income households.

Governmental Influence on Housing

Historically, the provision of housing affordable to very low-income individuals has been al
most exclusively a function of the public sector. However, market rate housing in the
county has been available to meet the housing needs of the majority of the population, par-
ticularly with its abundance of starter units and resales at prices affordable to households
with incomes from 80% of the median income and above, particularly with the recent low in-
terest rates and 100% financing options. Approximately one-half of the housing stock is
available on the market for less than $100,000. Although the median house value is ex-
pected to rise, but to remain low in the context of the metropolitan area, a segment of the
population may be eliminated from the housing market, as a home purchase still typically
requires a sizeable down payment and cash closing costs, even with favorable interest rates.
The implementation of governmental policies may add to the cost of housing that in turn is
passed on to the buyer.

Governmental constraints include policies, development regulations and standards, re-
quirements or other actions imposed by the various levels of government on development.
Although Federal and State agencies play a role on the imposition of governmental con-
straints, the actions of these agencies, are, for the most part, beyond the influence of local
government and are therefore not addressed in this analysis. Apart from federally deter-
mined interest rates, most governmental constraints are local. The following factors may
influence the maintenance, improvement and/or development in Douglas County: land use
controls; building codes; processing procedures; and development fees.

% Excess

0%
0%
14%
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Comprehensive Plan

In implementing the Comprehensive Plan, the County utilizes a number of planning tools in-
cluding the Unified Development Code (UDC). Zoning, which must be consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan as established by the UDC, provides specific development, allowable
uses, and limitations.

It is an objective of the County to foster a community character of high design standards
and low densities for new development, including housing catering to more income con-
strained residents. In theory, density is considered a factor in the development of housing
to persons with limited income resources, and maintaining low densities typically increases
the cost of construction per unit, which subsequently is passed on to the buyer or renter.
Higher density improves housing affordability because it lowers the per unit land cost (al-
though the overall cost for infill land or land served by existing infrastructure may be higher
than for lower density uses) and facilitates effective construction. More intense residential
development that is consistent with the County s character can be achieved through a num-
ber of mechanisms, including: clustering of residential units; mixed-use development; and
zero lot line/small lot development within its urbanized cities.

The Comprehensive Plan establishes Guiding Principles that foster managed planned devel-
opment and will help ensure that residents have access to adequate and affordable housing.
These basic planning principles will guide designation of specific uses on specific properties
on the Future Land Use Map. Under the overarching objective for maintaining a low density
character within the County while simultaneously addressing the need to provide the oppor-
tunity for accommodations for residents of all incomes and housing type needs, two of the
County s Guiding Principles, which will be used as policy guidelines during zoning and de-
velopment decisions, relate directly to the County s housing goal.

Guiding Principle: Place medium density housing near village centers or integrate
into mixed-use developmentsto assure transitional land use compatibility.

Higher density, such as townhouses, duplexes, lofts, quadiplexes and small lot single family
housing, fills an economic need for affordable and less-permanent accommodations, and of-
fers an opportunity for transitions in land use intensities between higher densities within the
incorporated areas of the county, major commercial centers and surrounding single-family
neighborhoods. Extensive higher density areas can have negative effects; therefore, this
plan disperses high-density developments to small-scattered sites and to mixed-use devel-
opments where appropriate infrastructure can be provided. Medium density housing in
Douglas County should continue to be primarily clustered within major transportation cor-
ridors where access can be maximized, and should be located near commercial areas where
pedestrian access can be encouraged. Mixed use and integrated centers fill a important
need for families with young children and the growing senior population of the county.

As a policy, Douglas County intends to encourage medium density housing to be incorpo-
rated into mixed-use developments instead of stand-alone projects or within small stand-
alone in-fill sites that have access to sewer and water. Attention to site design that will cre-
ate more livable communities in the future has been included within the Unified Develop-
ment Code.

Guiding Principle: Encourage innovative development techniques

Master Planned Developments, conservation style open space subdivisions, village commer-
cial centers, mixed use development and other innovative development techniques are en-
couraged throughout the County within the recently proposed Unified Development Code.
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Land use categories shown on the Future Land Use Map should be interpreted as reflecting
the predominant use of a property. Where appropriate to a property's surroundings and in-
frastructure availability, a mixing of use or housing types may be appropriate, as outlined
in the Unified Development Code. Mixed-use development allows compatible land uses, such
as shops, offices, and affordable housing, to locate closer together and thus decreases
travel distances between them. Mixed-use developments should be at an appropriate scale
for the location. Alternately, uses other that the one shown on the Future Land Use Map may
be appropriate if the impact of the alternate use will be the same or less than the desig-
nated use, considering the property's surroundings and prevailing land use patterns.

The mechanisms established in the above Guiding Principle are subject to design parame-
ters in the Unified Development Code and are reflected in the Community Character Areas
concept integrated into the Future Land Use Plan. Clustering of housing can produce higher
densities on a portion of land, while retaining the overall density assignment of the entire
property. This method is effective when portions of the property not utilized for residential
development can be developed with compatible uses, such as open space/recreation, parks,
schools, and public facilities. In the case of mixed-use, residential uses may be clustered
with office, commercial, retail, hotel, Business Park or public facilities for residential uses in
proximity to employment and transportation nodes.

The Community Character Areas of the recommended Future Land Use Map define the over-
all land use characteristics in generalized areas of the County, including the land use and
character of a permitted development. Each character area identifies associated zoning dis-
tricts for implementation, which define the minimum lot sizes and subsequent densities.
The Comprehensive Plan establishes 3 classifications of land use that are primarily residen-
tial in nature:

Rural Places

Suburban Living Table2s | : .
Residential Zoning Categories

Douglas County

Urban Residential

Character areas and subsequent

design standards and policy Classification Density Lot Size
guides have been developed to

move towards the achievement Outside Watershed Protection Areas

of another county need: move  AG Rural Residential 0.9830 435,600
up and executive housing. As R-1 Residential Agricultural

stated earlier within this chapter, Not Sewered 0.4604 87,120

there is a growing need for hous-

. Sewered 0.8531 43,560
ing on the other end of the cost Not Sewered 1.6266 21.780
spectrum housing costing over Sewered 2.2926 15’000
t$ 02 (;%k?ig\?é t'rfeﬁo:?c')?fori?c“ rgg'a:z R-3 Two Family Residential 3.4848 10,000
of creating a balanced tax base R-4 Single F".’m.""y Townhoutse 8.0000 2,400
by increasing higher end em- R-5 Conplomwyum R§5|der|t|al 8.0000 5,445
ployment options to its resi- R-6 Multl_-Famlly Res@enngl 8.0000 5,445
dents, amenities and a higher R-7 Mob!le Home Residential 2.2926 15,000
level housing product should be R-8 Mob!le Home Eark_ - 6.2229 4,500
encouraged to encourage execu- R-9 Me_dlum Der_15|ty_S|ngIe Fa_mlly 3.2267 10,000
tives, professionals and manag- R-10 High Densny Single Family 4.8400 6,000
ers to live where they work. PUD Planned Unit Development 2.2960 15,000
Based upon the Future Land Use Inside Watershed Protection Areas

Element and current zoning AG Rural Residential 0.0983 435,600
categories, it is estimated that All Other Zones 0.3152 130,680

32,419 new homes will be
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needed in the remainder of the unincorporated county. When combined with the existing
housing stock, it is estimated that the county at build-out will reach approximately 60,000
dwelling units. The Land Use designations provide for new development at a range of densi-
ties and product types and are not considered to be a constraint to the provision of housing
for all income levels. Keeping the County s objective to increase the volume of move-up and
executive level housing, the best source of housing affordable to lower income households
includes the existing stock of homes found in older subdivisions, mobile homes, and newer
starter home stock which has been the prevalent type of housing constructed over the past
decade, and potential medium density housing within village and mixed use centers.

The Unified Development Code

The County s zoning, subdivision, development and environmental codes have been rewrit-
ten during the planning process and combined into a Unified Development Code (UDC). As
a concurrent process during the plan update the UDC was modified as part of the Compre-
hensive Plan update for consistency and ease in implementation of the Community Charac-
ter area land use categories. Two new types of subdivisions, Open Space and Master
Planned Developments, have been added to the existing conventional subdivision, private
estate subdivision and PUD. A summary of applicable subdivision requirements is provided
in Table 25. The two new types of subdivisions are summarized as follows:

Open Space Subdivision: Maximum density allowed for the zoning district deter-
mines the total number of lots in the subdivision, but the minimum lot size is re-
duced to a certain extent to create open space and recreation amenities for the resi-
dents.

Master Planned Development: Zoning district density limitation controls, but the
minimum lot size is reduced in order to create open space and recreational ameni-
ties for the residents. Depending on the zoning district in which a master planned
development is located, flexibility in lot sizes, mixed-use projects and certain com-
mercial uses are allowed.

There are 11 residential zoning districts under the current Development Code. Net densi-
ties range from .09 units per acre (du/ac) in the AG district to 8.0 du/ac in the R-10 district.
Maximum densities for the multi-family districts (R-4, R-5 and R-6) are set by the zoning dis-
tricts themselves at 8.0 units per acre. The R-4 Single Family Townhouse district itself re-
quires open space to be provided on a per-unit basis. Residential zoning districts, minimum
lot sizes and practical residential densities are summarized in Table 25.

Infrastructure Availability

The primary concern with the location of housing is the availability of utilities and the effi-
ciency with which they can be provided. It is likely that development will be market driven
due to the cost of providing new infrastructure service lines and transportation networks.
The Douglas County Water and Sewerage Authority (WSA) exclusively provides water and
sewer services to Douglas County, with the exception of the portions of Villa Rica and Aus-
tell within the county s jurisdiction. WSA s water and sewer system served approximately
90-95% of the residential population of the County for fiscal year 2003. The WSA is imple-
menting capacity improvements that are projected to meet the Authority s needs through
2025. Sewer limitations and the availability of raw water will influence residential patterns
significantly within the county over the future. Character area designations were developed
in part according to future infrastructure availability.

Although expansion of existing infrastructure systems is not feasible to all areas of the
county where development is anticipated to occur, the policies of the Comprehensive Plan
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to direct growth toward existing and planned service areas and away from rural areas de-
pendent on septic systems, especially sensitive watershed areas; and to target some higher
density development in areas currently designated for lower densities within the unincorpo-
rated areas will contribute toward removal of constraints to the development of housing as
a result of unavailability of infrastructure. The UDC has been modified to include regula-
tions and restrictions as to where higher density residential products may be built within a
conventional subdivision, limiting locations to areas where both public water and sewer sys-
tems are available.

B Housing Assessment

Key Findings

Areas of concern relate to a perceived overabundance and the continued development of
starter homes and low cost housing, lack of housing maintenance and upkeep, adequate
neighborhood preservation, shortage of available rental options for extremely low income
households within the incorporated area, and the shortage of executive housing options..
Recent trends in dwelling unit construction are anticipated to continue, at least in the short
term. Maintaining adequate transportation access, continued growth of employment oppor-
tunities and a diversified housing stock will be key factors in the continuation of residential
growth. In general, the average number of persons per household for Douglas County (2.6)
is used to forecast future dwelling units, with refinements and adjustments for changing
population characteristics, vacancy characteristics, and the aging of the baby boomer
population. By 2025, the number of dwelling units county-wide is expected to almost triple
to 92,697 units, with 64,817 units in the unincorporated county area, in close correlation to
the increase in population. Analysis of demand in relation to development capacity yield
the following implications for planning:

By 2025, the residential areas of unincorporated Douglas County will be completely built
out.

The amount of available vacant or underutilized low-density residential land appears to
generally be sufficient to accommodate the projected housing need through 2025.

The projected need for housing units by type, available land, current zoning and identi-
fication of such needs on the future land use plan map will provide for anticipated hous-
ing needs as identified in the Land Demand Analysis.

Outside of the 3-acre lot watershed protection areas, pressures to bring sanitary sewer
to all portions of the unincorporated area will mount. Given the market pressures gen-
erating demand, rezoning requests to R-2 for subdivisions on sewer will increase accord-

ingly.

There is a small but unmet need for two family residential development (duplexes)
which comprise less than 1% of future residential demand. Rather than focus on new R-
3 rezonings, the inclusion of duplexes as one type of housing within a mixed-use vil-
lages.

There is currently more than adequate land already zoned and available for multi-family
development. Unless a particular location would be notably advantageous to the County
for multi-family zoning, no additional land zoned for multi-family use is needed.

Medium densities and more urban urban types of development have been identified on
the future land use plan map within areas that currently (or are proposed in the near fu-
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ture) provide adequate infrastructure and adjacently to the County s more urbanized ar-
eas (around the cities of Douglasville and Villa Rica for instance).

Douglas County is not an island unto itself. Analysis of surrounding counties and the
cities within Douglas County have shown that affordable starter ownership housing and
rental housing are abundant within the incorporated areas of Douglas County and in
surrounding counties. Much of the higher residential areas and rental property, includ-
ing housing that fits the affordable housing definition, within the County are located
within the City of Douglasville. Due to Douglasville s urban nature, higher density zon-
ing patterns and existence and planned multi-family housing growth, it is expected that
much of the affordable housing needs of Douglas County will be met within its urban-
ized municipalities.

Summary and Needs Assessment

Low-density single-family housing represents over 84.6 percent of the total housing stock in
Douglas County. Of dwelling units classified as single family, 74.7 percent were traditional
single-family homes, 2.0 percent were single-family attached units, and 7.9 percent were
manufactured homes. Most homes built more than 10 years ago are situated on large lots
in the rural areas and traditional homes within subdivisions. Since 1990, new detached sin-
gle family subdivisions and master planned developments have emerged as public sewer
was extended. The predominant type of single-family unit has been in the starter and first
move-up level categories. As reflected in analysis of 2004 real estate market conditions, the
number of executive level and move-up housing subdivisions is increasing, typically offering
large homes on J2 to 1 acre lots within golf course and swim /tennis communities.

Multi-family housing has had numerical increases over the last 10 years, but has remained
stable at about 15.4 percent of the housing stock in 2000, while townhouses have increased
from less than 1.5 to 2.0 percent of the total even though a surplus of multi-family zoned
land remains undeveloped and vacant. Multi-family and other non-traditional types of
housing are expected in the future to accommodate a more diverse population within the
County and be used to meet some of the needs of the special populations or households
experiencing problems (such as overcrowding, overpayment, inaccessibility, etc), or life
style needs, such as senior residents of the county.

The cost of buying a new home in Douglas County remains relatively low in comparison to
the Atlanta MSA and some of the surrounding counties. This cost can be attributed to the
lower median incomes in Douglas County (at $50,108 as compared to $69,000 for the At-
lanta MSA) and the relatively low cost of raw (or largely undeveloped farm) land which sup-
ports the potential for development of high quality housing and amenity packages in newly
developing subdivisions to meet the desires and needs of the many professionals and ex-
ecutives that are moving to the County.

Overall, housing conditions in the County are good, but a handful of substandard homes or
homes requiring rehabilitation may exist, particularly among individual homes, mobile
homes, and subdivisions over 30 years in age. Douglas County currently does not have a
program in place to provide financial assistance with the maintenance of housing in the un-
incorporated areas of the County. These homes should be identified as part of a housing
conditions survey and must be targeted for modernization assistance.

Based on a series of public involvement sessions, county residents feel that attracting
higher wage employment, particularly high tech industries, would be a better strategy for
reducing the cost burden of housing, rather than increasing the stock of affordable housing.
By all conventional measures, Douglas County is already an affordable place to live. Also
during the public involvement process, residents stated they would like to see greater diver-
sity in housing types within the county. Most feel that the starter home market is well rep-
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resented within the county presently and that the executive and move up markets are not
adequately represented.

As part of this Comprehensive Plan, the County created a vision of future growth focused on
identified development nodes in strategic locations throughout the County to accommodate
anticipated growth. Individual nodes are intended to act as community centers where inevi-
table growth is managed at a human scale and where new development integrates living,
working, shopping and playing in close proximity to one another. It is anticipated that vari-
ous levels of nodes, including neighborhood and town centers, will provide a variety of
housing types to accommodate an increasingly diverse population within Douglas County.
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5. Natural Resources

B [ntroduction

An important element of land use planning is the assessment of how natural resources are responsi-
bly utilized, managed, developed and preserved within a community. This chapter provides an inven-
tory and assessment of locally significant and unique natural resources and presents a determination
of natural resource vulnerability to the impact of growth and development. This assessment also
identifies opportunities and constraints on the way land is
developed. Natural resources inventoried include: mineral re-
sources, soils, water and water supply, native vegetation,
native fauna.

Douglas County has taken a proactive stance on the protection
of its natural and sensitive resources. As Douglas County
continues to develop, more and more effort is being put into
finding a balance between environmental needs of clean air
and water, the availability of water, retaining areas of natural significance for animal and plant habi-
tats, and those of development and growing population. As part of the implementation of this plan,
the County has revised its Codes and Regulations to guide development away from sensitive areas.
Increased education of the genera public and developers with regard to environmental issues will
bring about increased awareness of the importance of maintaining a proper balance between people
and their environment.

B The Natural Environment of Douglas County

Douglas County comprises 128,146.7 acres or 200.2 square miles.
The Chattahoochee River comprises the Southeastern boundary
with Fulton County, Cobb and Paulding Counties the northern
boundary, and Carroll County the western boundary.

Climate

Douglas County has a moderate climate due to its geographic loca-
tion. Summers are warm and humid, but not to an excessive degree.
Maximum summer temperatures average around ninety (90) de-
grees. Minimum summer temperatures range in the low seventies. Nighttime temperatures tend to be
very pleasant.

Like most southern regions, winters in Douglas County are mild. Freezing occurs on an average of
about forty-five times per winter. No month has an average temperature below freezing. This
climate is suitable to agriculture because the ground seldom freezes to a depth of more than three
inches and rarely stays frozen more than four days. Because of this mild climate, outdoor related
activities and natural amenities are an integrated part of the Douglas County lifestyle.
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Topography and Steep Slopes

Douglas County is located primarily within the Northern or Upland Piedmont
Province with the eastern edge of the County along the Chattahoochee River
located in the Gainesville Ridges. The Upland Piedmont Province is a broad
plain that is dissected by streams. Average elevation is 500 to 1500 feet
above sealevel. The Chattahoochee River drains the entire Piedmont Prov-
ince, which includes Douglas County. Most of the county slopes southeast to
the Chattahoochee River, but approximately twenty percent of the county
dlopes northwest and drains into Sweetwater Creek and then into the Chatta-
hoochee River. Almost al of the upland areas of Dougals County are well
drained by one of the many branching creeks or intermittent streams. These
areas are gently sloping or rolling, but some of the areas along drainageways
have steep slopes.

Protected M ountains

There are no mountains categorized as “ protected mountains’ by DNR within Douglas County.
Soils

As part of the Upland Piedmont Province, Douglas County is an old land surface with rounded
slopes, which are underlain by acid crystalline and metamorphic rock. Schist, biotite gneiss, and
other metamorphic rock underlie approximately seventy to seventy-five percent of Douglas County.
The remaining underlying rock structure is composed of igneous rock, such as Augen gneiss, horn-
blende gneiss, grantite gneiss, and granite intrusions. Elevations range from 500 to 1500 feet above
sea level. Steep relief tends to have shallow and weakly developed soils. Flat relief has deeply
weathered soils with deep clay subsoils.

Sail type and distribution are important attribute during the development process. Because the ma-
jority of new development utilizes septic systems for sewerage disposal, soil capabilities such as per-
colation capability are important to land use patterns. In addition, as will be outlined later in greater
detail, soils associated with groundwater recharge areas require specia protection.

Mineralogy

Many parts of the Atlanta Regions, including Douglas County, have been prospected and mined for
their mineral resources. Twenty-eight variant mineral types were historically mined in the Greater
Atlanta Region. Currently barite, ocher, sand, granite, and granite gneiss, limestone, structural clays,
and marble are still being mined. Douglas County is home to one of the most famous gold minesin
the area; the Stockmar Gold Mine near Villa Ricawas once a busy and productive facility.

Douglas County Mineral Mines

Asbestos, Talc, Soapstone, Sericite, and Chlorite: The JL. Walton & T.J. Carnes Properties
in Winston;

Clay: Siskey Hauling Inc., property in Campbellton areas and on the Jenkins Brick Company
Property in Ben Hill areg;

Gold: Triglone Mine, the Thomas Roach property, the Carnes property, the John Baggett prop-
erty, and the Villa Rica mine on the Durgy property,
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Granite, Crushed and Dimension: The Consolidated Quarries in Winston and at the Lithia
Springs Quarry in Austell

Pyrite: The Hancock Prospect and the Villa Rica Mine on the Durgy property.
Sand & Gravel: The Anneewakee Creek in the Campbellton area.

Mining operations can be disruptive and harmful to the natural environment if not regulated prop-
erty. Unfortunately much of the potential damage occurred before environmental damage and re-
source destruction were recognized. Douglas County has taken steps through its regulations to pre-
vent any further damage.

Prime Forest and Agricultural Land

Douglas County was once covered aimost entirely by
trees, although by the early 1900’ s, most of the original
virgin forests had been cleared. The remaining forests
consist mainly of three major forest types: Oak and
Hickory, Loblolly or Slash Pine and Mixed Oak and
Pine. About seventy-five percent of the total forested
acreage is of the mixed type. Currently, 79,300 acres
in Douglas County are forested. There are 4,870.13
acres classified as timbered land on the 2004 existing
land use plan map. Of the agriculturally and timber
land use categories 5,587 acres is included within the County’s Conservation Program. The timber
Industry is the highest valued commaodity harvested in the County.

The Georgia County Guide classified approximately 3,362.89 acres as agricultural in 2004. In 1997
there were 107 farms in the County, the average size being 91 acres, although the median farm size
was approximately 36 acres. Crops include corn, soybeans and wheat. Commaodities include forestry,
dairy, beef cows and greenhouse production. Hogs and chickens are not raised commercialy in the
County. The average growing season is 228 days. The County ranked 131 within the state for com-
modity production. Both harvested cropland and livestock production have been steadily decreasing.
In 1997 harvested cropland was approximately 1,465 acres. In 1997, 1,848 heads of cattle were re-
ported.

As the County continues to develop, it is anticipated that farm, timbering and livestock production
will continue to decrease as agricultural uses are converted into residential and commercial uses.
Currently, two of the largest farms within the county are located in the southwestern portions of the
county, and identified on the Future Land Use Plan Map. In order to balance development pressures
with the need to preserve both the rural character and sensitive environmental resources, the County
has taken pro-active measures within this plan and it's UDC and on the Future Land Use Plan. The
“Rural Places’ character area nhot only features conservation, agricultural land and prime forestland,
but also goes one step further in Greenspace conservation within the sensitive watersheds of the
County. The use of the watershed protection overlay, the conservation program, the County’s tree
conservation regulation and the “rural places’ character area will ensure the protection of these im-
portant features within the County.

B Major Parks, Recreation and Conservation Areas

Douglas County is fortunate to have many conservation, recreation and natural areas. As mentioned
earlier the county’s mild climate is very conducive to outdoor activities. This section identifies con-
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Greenspace Program

The County is currently participating in the newly
adopted Governor’s Greenspace Program. The intent of
the program is to assist localities with the preservation
and creation of passive open space. Utilizing resources
from this program and others, the County has recently
adopted a plan to develop a system of greenways to inter-
connect recreation, living and working areas throughout :

servation areas and State Parks within the County. Additional information regarding parks and rec-
reation facilities is located in the Community Facilities and
Services Chapter of this plan.

Clinton Farm: A largetract of land originally belong-
ing to John Clinton, a Revolutionary War solider,
which was given to Douglas County for recreational
use. Itisalso the site of the Carnes Cabin, the second
oldest existing home in Douglas County.

Sweetwater Creek State Conservation Park: This
2,000-acre park was developed for the restoration and preservation of the New Manchester Mill
and New Manchester town. General William T. Sherman destroyed the town and mill during
the Civil War. The factory began production 1849
and manufactured cotton and wool textiles. It was
sold to New Manchester Manufacturing Company in
1857, and its post office opened in 1859. By 1862,
the mill was supplying cloth and leather goods to the
Confederate war effort. The cloth was used for
tents, clothing, powder bags and blankets. The
leather was used for shoes, straps and belts. It was
destroyed by order of General Sherman on July 9,
1864. Factory employees were sent north of the
Ohio River for the duration of the war. The Friends
of Sweetwater Creek Park are currently engaged in a
$3 million fund drive to build an interpretation cen-
ter. Friends of Sweetwater Creek State Park sponsor
three annual festivals, Native American Festival and
New Manchester Days. The 215-acre George
Sparks Reservoir is located within this park. This
water source is well used and is a pretty setting for
viewing ducks, canoeing, and fishing for area resi-
dents.

Buzzard Roost 1sland—This Island in the Chatta-
hoochee River identified the starting point for the
Indian Nation Boundary line and was a major Civil
War site. Today it isthe corner point of Douglas, Cobb and Fulton Counties.

The Geltner-Aubun Wildlife Sanctuary—A 187-acre tract on Annewakee Creek north of An-
newakee Road that serves as a natural habitat for area wildlife. Working with the Chattawah
Open Land Trust, a conservation easement has bene placed on the tract that will forever prohibit
development of the property.
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the County that include scenic corridors and sensitive natural resources, such as wetland areas

To accomplish this long-range goal of greenspace preservation, the County will utilize several tools
such as:

= Obtaining conservation easements on privately owned land to protect natural, historic, or rec-
reational resources, or to protect agricultural or forestry uses,

= Acquiring land in fee simple to ensure its permanent protection as greenspace, and

» Entering into contractual arrangements to ensure that, if the protected status is discontinued,
such land will be replaced by other greenspace of equal or greater monetary and resource pro-
tection value.

Greenspace Program will utilize resources
age the additional funds needed to achieve
able greenspace in the County. Ultimately,
system of greenways and protected open
recreation, living and working areas
program will preserve scenic corridors and
sources, such as the wetland areas of the
program are closely tied to this plans
protecting natural and scenic resource,
of the county and to provide transportation
Highlights of the counties Greenspace

Thus, the Douglas County
from the state in order to lever
permanent protection of valu-
the program will develop a
spaces that  interconnect
throughout the County. The
protect sensitive natural re-
county. The objectives of this
guiding principles for
protecting the rural character
aternatives and linkages.
program include:

Cooperative efforts with the Chattahoochee Hill Country Alliance to develop a regional mixed
use (non-motorized) 98 mile trail connecting 4 counties,

The purchase of over 1,3000 acres of Greenspace on the Dog River and Chattahoochee;

The recent conveyance of 802 acres of pristine land along the Dog River for Greenspace protec-
tion; and

Continued acquisition of greenspace through SPLOST and other county funds.

Chattahoochee Hill County Regional Greenway Trail Master Plan

The Path Foundation, working with the Chattahoochee Hill Country, representatives of Coweta, Car-
roll, Fulton and Douglas county governments, local landowners and outdoor enthusiasts, completed
the Chattahoochee Hill County Regional Greenway Trail Master Plan in September of 2003. The
commissions of Carroll, Coweta and Douglas counties have adopted the Master Plan. The four
county governments jointly funded the master plan to determine if a four-county recreationa trail
system could be deigned connecting existing greenspaces.
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MAP LEGEND:

Connecting the desired destinations throughout 60,000 acres and portions of Carroll, Coweta and
Douglas counties while preserving and even enhancing the natural environment became a fundamen-
tal goal of the plan. The Chattahoochee River corridor serves as the spine of the proposed trail sys-
tem. The plan envisions the trail criss-crossing the River on four new bridges, two pedestrian-scale

ferries, and two existing highway bridges.
Dog River Land Trust

In 2002 the Trust for Public Lands con-
veyed 802 acres of pristine land along the
Dog River to Douglas County — the fund-
ing for the government’s purchase gener-
ated by SPLOST voters approved earlier
that year. The county acquired the land to
protect the quality of its drinking water and
to provide recreational opportunities for
county residents. This property is adjacent
to a 470-acre tract along the Chattahoochee
River that will also be the site of a future
park. The project will protect 2.13 miles of
Dog River buffer and approximately 1 mile
of Flyblow Creek, a tributary of the Dog
River.

THE D5 BIVEFR. UPETREAM
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Plant and Animal Habitats

B Environmentally Sensitive and Ecologically Significant Areas

Before western settlers arrived around in the early 1800s forests and wetlands dominated the uplands
County. These forests consisted of a combination

of Douglas
of  hardwoods
provided natural
devel opment

of the century.
hundreds of
construction and
throughout the
habitat areas for

Conservation tax credit

A conservation tax credit reduces property
taxes on properties declared to be under
conservation use. Although these proper-
ties are not permanently protected, the tax
rate reduction allows an owner to maintain
natural areas at a reduced tax rate even as
these properties experience increased de-
velopment pressure.

The Georgia Department of Natural Re-
sources has created the Georgia Natural
Heritage Program to focus on natural ele-
ments of concern within the states. Ele-
ments of the program include plant species,
animal species, or natural community types
that are especially rare or threatened.

Douglas County is home to several species
of plants and animals that are classified as

Animals and Plants of Special Concern

Common Name Biological Name

Plants

Pink Lady Slipper
Large-flowered
Yellow Lady Slipper
American Ginseng

Cypripedium acaule
Cypripediumparviflorum
var.pubescens
Panax quinquefolius

and evergreens.

flooding

fish,

county. Wetlands provide
wildlife
vegetations that provide opportunities for study and education. While many
of the county’s remaining wetlands are well buffered with natural vegeta-
tion, there are severa areas where development is encroaching. Severa
habitat protection measures are available through the State of Georgia

by dams

and

Both wetlands and forest areas
habitats to wildlife and animals. Due to growth and
most of the old growth forests were lost by the turn
Before adequate regulations were in place, many
acres of wetlands have been lost to development,

'.l'

Threatened or Endangered Species within Douglas County

Common Name

Biological Name

Details

Bald eagle

Animals
Haliaeetus
leucocephalus

Inland waterways & estuarines

Red-cockadade
Woodpecker

Picoides borealis

Nest in mature pine with low
understory veg.

Bluestripe Shiner

Cyprinella calitaenia

Brownwater streams

Highscale Shiner

Notropis hypsilepis

Sandy runs and pools of
creeks & small rivers

Plants

Little
Amphianthus

Amphianthus pusillus

Shallow pools on granite
outcrops.

Bay Star-vine

Schisandra

Twining on subcanopy &
understory trees/shrubs in rich
alluvial woods

Piedmont Barren

Strawberry

Waldsteinia lobata

Rocky acidic woods along
streams with mountain laurel

endangered, threatened, or rare. State and Federal
legidation relating to endangered plants and animals
include the Endangered Species Act of 1973, the State
Wildflower Preservation Act of 1973, and the Endan-
gered Wildlife Act of 1973. The following list in-
cludes al plant and animal species that have been
found in Douglas County, which are classified as pro-
tected by the State of Georgia and/or the Federal Gov-
ernment. Classifications are as follows: Threatened
and/or Endangered. A third category is species of
management concern. The Fish and Wildlife Service
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are currently evaluating plants and animals within this category for population threats and trends.
Plants and animals include:

The Georgia Natural Heritage Program (GNHP) is organized to collect information on rare species
gathered throughout the state. Properties using federal funds, applying for federal permits or State
public agencies using federal funds must survey their properties for endangered species and prepare
plans to reduce or avoid impact. As part of the County’s Tree Ordinance, developments must retain
certain existing mature trees and replant additional trees. Native vegetation is suggested to provide
habitats for indigenous birds and animals.

Protected Greenspace areas, such as those along the Dog River provide sanctuary to protected spe-
cies. Thefollowing are two major wildlife sanctuaries within the county:

Sweetwater Creek State Park’s|nterpretation Center & Museum

Sweetwater Creek State Conservation Park is home to many unique plants. This areais greatly in-
fluenced by the presence of the Bevard Fault zone, which runs directly through the Sweetwater
Creek basin. This fault created rising elevations giving the park a more mountainous environment
than the surrounding area. The Interpretative Center and Museum will serve as a gateway to the
parks trails and the historic New Manchester Manufacturing Company mill ruins. Conceived as a
site-integrated building, the design derives its form from program requirements, site topography,
climate and solar orientation.

Geltner-Audubon Wildlife Sanctuary

The Geltner-Audubon Wildlife Sanctuary is a 186-acre
tract located on Annewakee Creek was donated to the
Atlanta Audubon Society in 1997. Annewakee Creek
and Crooked Creek run through the property and form
Lake Monroe. Industrious beavers have created their
own huge lake with a dam that spans 200 feet. This
“lake” has created an undisturbed habitat that is a sanc-
tuary to the ducks, geese, blue heron and other wildlife
that live there. The land features gently rolling hills
covered with mature hardwoods, wetlands, creeks and
lakes.

Douglas County Public Review Draft, June 2004
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B Air Quality

Air quality has a direct and far reaching impact on public health and well-being. Y oung children, the
elderly, and people with asthma and other respiratory ailments are especially vulnerable to polluted
air conditions.

Air quality is affected by a number of factors including dust, pollen, temperature, humidity, smoke
and chemical emissions. Natural sources of air pollution, such as weather conditions and seasonal
changes (pollen) are difficult to control. However, the greatest amount of polluting emissions re-
leased into the atmosphere comes from man-made sources.

Ground level ozone is the most serious threat to ambient air quality in Douglas County. Ground level
ozone is the principal component of smog, which is a mgjor irritant to the mucous membranes and
causes burning and irritation of the eyes, nose and throat. As much as half of the ground level ozone
found in urban areas can be traced to mobile sources of air pollution, such as automobiles, trucks and
buses.

Another important air pollutant is carbon monoxide (CO), an odorless and colorless gas that in high
enough concentrations can cause brain damage. Approximately 90% of carbon monoxide emissions
in the atmosphere come from motor vehicle exhaust.

Douglas County is part of the Atlanta metro area’s urban air quality basin. As part of the overall
growth management plan of the County, several policy goals are aimed, in part, on promoting
cleaner air, including the promotion of a compact urban form, the development of the greenspace
plan and the careful prioritization of infrastructure improvements to discourage sprawl. In addition,
the proposed comprehensive transportation plan will further study ways to reduce automobile de-
pendency in the County. Air quality conditions will continue to be monitored in the future.

B Hazardous Site Inventory

There are currently 8 companies that are listed on the Hazardous Site Inventory:

Arivec Chem cals VWl Tace Lake Road Dunp | Basket 0eek OrumD sposal
Young Refini ng Dy Jeaners-5998 Fairburn | SGYaes Judion MEer Sdi
CREA Battery Conpany | Douglas County Landfill

B Water Resources

Douglas County is characterized by a
series of broad to narrow, gently
sloping ridge tops and moderately
steep hillsides adjacent to numerous,
small drainage ways that dissect the
areas.

Availability of water and water qual-
ity are magjor issues for the Douglas
County area. Maintaining high stan-
dards for water quality resultsin pub-
lic health benefits that are advanta-
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geous to al Georgians. Land-disturbing activities associated with development can increase erosion
and sedimentation, stormwater runoff, and the loss of animal and plant habitats. The transport and
storage of hazardous or toxic waste materials pose a potential risk of contamination groundwater and
surface water public drinking water supplies. Water resources are considered state assets that we all
share in; and, therefore it is essential that the quality of public drinking water be ensured. For this
reason it is necessary to protect the water resources that Douglas County and the surrounding com-
munities rely on as sources of public water. The county has taken several steps to protect its water
resources:

= The development of the Greenspace Plan. In conjunction with State funding, the County aims
to set aside 20% of its land mass in permanent open space. A large percentage of open space
will be along waterways in order to promote higher water quality standards.

= Septic tanks are restricted to areas of low density, and are subject to additional requirements
within groundwater recharge areas.

» The County has adopted a River Corridor Protection Plan for the Chattahoochee River Corri-
dor that meets the requirements of the Mountain and River Corridor Protection Act of 1991.

= Environmental over-lay districtsfor Groundwater Recharge Areas, Wetlands, and Watersheds
have been adopted in the County’s UDC.

= Larger stream buffer than required by the State have been adopted for all watershed districts.

= Larger lot zoning districts and land use patterns on the FLU map has been developed to pro-
tect environmentally sensitive areas.

In 2001, the Georgia general assembly created the Metropolitan North Georgia Water Planning dis-
trict to help address the need for long-range water planning. The goa of regional water plansisto
protect water quality, provide for water supply, protect recreational values and minimize the poten-
tial for impact from development on rivers, lakes, and streams in and downstream of the district. A
full discussion of water planning issuesis presented in the Community Facilities and Services Chap-
ter of thisplan. Specific environmental measures are presented here.

Douglas County has a relatively self-contained water supply, which must maintain its quality to
serve existing and future residents. Development pressures encroach on sensitive water supply wa
tersheds ant eh County must be resolute about enforcing the adopted standards of development in
these areas.

As part of the requirements of the Georgia Department of Community Affairs Minimum Planning
Standards, communities must adopt at least the minimum DNR’s “Part 5 Minimum Environmental
Standards,” these statewide standards were developed by DNR pursuant to Code Section 12-2-8 and
address three basic concerns:

= Aquifers and groundwater recharge areas;
= Water supply watersheds; and
=  Wetlands.

Douglas County has adopted environmental protection standards within the County's UDC that ex-
ceed DCA’s Part 5 standards.

Stream and Water cour ses

All watercourses that appear as a solid or broken line on the U.G.S. Quadrangle maps are considered
regulated streams. Other natural watercourses may be classified as regulated streams.

5-10 Douglas County Public Review Draft, June 2004



u Natural Resources

All watercourses, whether “regulated” according the U.G.S. Quadrangle map, are protected within
Douglas County. The state requires a minimum of a 25-foot buffer on any stream. The Douglas
County UDC outlines buffer requirements within each watershed.

Of the significant rivers and streams in Douglas County, the US Environmental Protection Agency,
via the Georgia Environmental Protection Division (EPD), identifies many of them as not supporting
the Clean Water Act (CWA) mandate of being “fishable and swimable.” The list of waterways not
meeting the CWA mandate is referred to as the 303d list. Additional information on non-point
source pollution can be found later in this chapter.

Public Water Supply Sour ces

Land disturbance and development can increase erosion and sedimentation that decrease the storage
capacity of reservoirs. In addition stormwater runoff, particularly from impervious surfaces, can in-
troduce toxins, nutrients and sediment into drinking water supplies.

Water Supply Water sheds

A water supply watershed is the area of land upstream of a public drinking water intake. The Wet
lands Heritage of Georgia, defines awatershed as an area of land drained by the same brook, stream,
creek or river. Precipitation that is not immediately absorbed by the soil, detained by lakes or ponds,

or siphoned off for
into streams, rivers,
area of the drainage
basin isthetotal area
surface water forma
stream). The State
legislation  setting
requirements  and
limitations to reduce
impacts of storm
erosion. Watershed
have been adopted as

man-made uses drains
or lakes at the lowest
basin. A drainage
drained by a major
tion (i.e river,
of Georgia has passed

minimum buffer
impervious  surface
the environment

water runoff and soil
protection measures
part of the Douglas

are more restrictive
mum standards.

County UDO that
than DNR’s mini-

Protection of water supply  watersheds
helps keep drinking water free of
contamination. By F LY. limiting the amount
of pollution that gets into the water supply,
governments can reduce the cost of
purification and guarantee improved public health. DNR categorizes watersheds as either large or
small. More stringent watershed protection criteria are applied to water supply watersheds less than
100 square miles in size due to their increased vulnerability to contamination, additional protection

regquirements are instituted for Reservoirs.

Although DNR Ciriteria only requires large watersheds with reservoirs and small watersheds (with or
without reservoirs) to institute buffer and impervious surface restrictions, Douglas County requires a
measure of protection to all watersheds in the County. All land within unincorporated Douglas
County is regulated by one of the water protection districts. Components of the plan for watershed
protection include setbacks, buffer and density requirements as strict, or in many cases significantly
more restrictive than the state. The county has regulations regarding:
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Septic tank absorption fields;

Erosion and sedimentation control ;

Overland and flow/non-point source discharges;
Development densities, setbacks, & buffers;
Impervious surface limitations;

Public education; and

Water conservation.

All land within unincorporated Douglas County is regulated by one of the watershed protection dis-
tricts. 1n 2003 the County adopted the Dog River Basin overlay to specifically regulate portions of
this basin. The districts are established and designated on the Official Zoning Map of Douglas
County and the natural features map corresponding to the topographical features that delimit the
drainage basins of the respective creeks, rivers, and reservoirs. Grandfathered uses, DNR permitted
mining activities outside of stream buffers, special forestry and agricultural activities consistent with
Best Management Practices (BMPs) are exempt from watershed restrictions.

The following are limited within any watershed protection district:

Primary conservation areas, such as regulated streams, wetlands, 100 year floodplains and re-
quired stream buffers shall not be included as minimum lot area required by the zoning ordi-
nance. Required stream buffers (but not regulated streams or wetlands) may be included in the
gross land area for purposes of calculation of the percentage of a site’s impervious surface area.

All property within watershed protection districts may be developed or redevel oped as permit-
ted by its base zoning, provided the development is also in compliance with these watershed
protection regulations of if within adistrict overlay.

New hazardous waste treatment or disposal facilities are prohibited.

New sanitary landfills, if permitted by DNR, shall have synthetic liners and leachate collection
systems.

Any new facility that handles hazardous materials of the types listed in Section 312 of the Re-
source Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (excluding underground storage tanks) and in
amounts of 10,000 pounds or more on any one day, shall perform their operations on imperme-
able surfaces having spill and leak collection systems as prescribed by DNR.

The application of animal waste on land must follow guidelines established by the United States
Department of Agriculture, Natural Resource Conservation Service, Agricultural Best Man-
agement Practices.

Utilities that cannot be feasibly located outside the greenway or setback area must be located as
far from the stream bank as reasonably possible; installed and maintained to protect the integrity
of the greenway and setback area as best as reasonably possible and must not impair the quality
of the drinking water system.

New streets that cross perennial streams shall be designed in such away as to avoid direct run-
off from the paved surface into the streams they cross. Such design features shall be shown on
the site plan.

Douglas County has one large watershed with areservoir and 4 small watersheds, 2 of which contain
reservoirs. The following watershed protection areas are located within the County: Dog River,
Bear Creek Anneewakee Creek, Sweetwater Creek, Beaver Run Creek, Gotherds Creek, Hurricane
Creek and the Chattahoochee River Direct Drainage Basin.
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Reservoirs

Buffers around public water supply reservoirs shall be maintained as required in the Watershed man-
agement Plan for the respective reservoirs. In no case shall the required buffer be less than 150 feet
in width. Vegetation, land disturbance and land uses shall be controlled by provisions of the appli-
cable Reservoir Management Plan, as approved by the Georgia Department of Natural Resources
(DNR).

Private Artificial Reservoirs

Reservoirs created on private property by either building a dam across or diverting flow from aregu-
lator stream are only permitted with the approval of Douglas County and al relevant and state fed-
eral agencies. In order for a private artificial reservoir to be approved, engineering documentation
that demonstrates that the project will be adequately designed and safe; will not diminish the flow of
water to the public water supply reservoirs; and demonstrating documentation that the project will
have a net positive impact on water quality within the regulated stream and its watershed when com-
pared with a no-build alternative must be provided. A management plan for the reservoir showing
the type and size of the vegetative buffer is also required.

L arge Water shed

Sweetwater Creek: Large water supply watersned with an existing water intake facility and the
Sparks River Reservoir is located in the northeastern portion of the County. It has a surface area of
approximately 256 square miles. The City of East Point, withdraws fifteen (15) million gallons per
day (MGD) from Sweetwater Creek. The Sweetwater Creek Basin contains Sweetwater Creek State
Park, which serves as an invaluable recreational and natural resource for Douglas County and the re-
gion. A watershed management plan has been established to protect the reservoir. The following re-
strictions have been established:

Stream buffers as established in the UDC, widths and setbacks from streams shall be regulated
as specified within the Environmental Chapter.

No impervious surface shall be constructed within the protected stream corridor.
Septic tanks and septic tank drain fields are prohibited within the protected stream corridor.

New facilities located with seven (7) miles of a water supply intake or reservoir, which handle
hazardous materials of the types listed in Section 312, of the Resource Conservation and Re-
covery Act of 1976 (excluding underground storage tanks) and amounts of 10,000 pounds or
more on any one day, shall perform their operations on impervious surfaces and in conformance
with applicable federal spill prevention requirements or the requirements of the Standard Fire
Prevention code.

A natural greenway shall be established and maintained within 150 feet of the banks of the res-
ervoir boundary. Vegetation, land disturbance and land uses shall be controlled by the provi-
sions of the Reservoir Management Plan, as approved by the Georgia Department of Natural
Resources (DNR).

Small Water sheds

Anneawakee Creek: Itsdrainage basin is approximately 29.72 square miles, and located within the
central part of the county. A reservoir islocated within this watershed.

The Chapel Hill Water Treatment Plant currently takes in One-Million MGD, from Anneewakee
Creek. Thisbasinisthe most heavily developed basin in the County with more than 70% of the land
area currently developed. Considerable growth in this areais projected in the future due to its water
and sewer amenities.
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Bear Creek: The Bear Creek and Dog River Watersheds
are both contain reservoirs.  Watershed Management
Plans for both the Bear Creek and Dog River Reservoirs
have been established. Both have an intake for WSA on
thereservoir.

Bear Creek islocated in the west central portion of Doug-
las County. The Bear Creek reservoir withdraws Six (6)
MGD. The Bear Creek reservoir was discontinued as a
water source for Douglas County. Because of water
source reallocation issues as a result of the North Georgia
Water District Plan, Bear Creek may once again be con-
sidered as a primary water source. Unfortunately, water
quality within this reservoir is poor due to septic tank
leakage. The County is serioudly studying ways to regu-
late land use to prevent further damage, and has desig-
nated portions of this basin as part of the Dog River Over-
lay District. Approximately 40 percent of the land and
upstream of the reservoir are devel oped.

Dog River is located in the western portion of Douglas

County. Itsbasinisapproximately 76 square milesin area. Lessthan ten (10) percent of theland in
the Dog River Basin is developed. The 300-acre Dog River Reservoir holds approximately 1.2 bil-
lion gallons, and is the primary water source for Douglas County. Due to its water resource impor-
tance the County has developed an overlay to his area restricting impervious surface and a minimum

lot sizeto 3 acres or greater.
Beaver Run Creek Watershed—intake of Sweetwater 23.03. 5% devel oped.
Limitations within the 7-mile protection area:

Stream buffers, impervious surface limits, development setbacks and maximum residential den-

sity as specified in the UDC within the Environmental Protection Chapter.
Industrial land use classifications within the basins are prohibited.

The impervious surface area, including all public and private structures, utilities or facilities, of
the entire watershed protection area shall be limited to 25%, or the area covered by existing
uses, whichever is greater. Any individual development that will result in more impervious sur-
face than 25% of the total area of the property must be specifically approved.

New hazardous waste treatment or disposal facilities are prohibited.

New sanitary landfills, if permitted by DNR, shall have synthetic liners and leachate collection
systems.

Reservoir protection. A natural greenway shall be established and maintained within 150 feet of
the banks of any public water supply reservoir boundary within the protected watershed area.
Vegetation, land disturbance and land uses shall be controlled by the provisions of the
Reservoir Management Plan, as approved by the Georgia Department of Natural Resources
(DNR).

Any new facility that handles hazardous materials of the types listed in Section 312 of the Re-
source Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (excluding underground storage tanks) and in
amounts of 10,000 pounds or more on any one day, shall perform their operations on imperme-
able surfaces having spill and leak collection systems as prescribed by DNR.
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Secondary protection areas.

Stream buffers, impervious surface limits, development setbacks and maximum residential den-
sity as specified in the UDC within the Environmental Protection Chapter.

Other Water sheds;

Streams within areas of the County which are not classified as small or large water supply water-
sheds (such as the Chattahoochee River direct drainage basin, the Hurricane Creek watershed and
Gothards Creek) are also worthy of protection. Stream buffers, as established in the UDC) widths
and setbacks from streams shall be regulated as specified in the table located in subsection (1)(€).

Stream buffers, impervious surface limits, development setbacks and maximum residential den-
sity as specified in the UDC within the Environmental Protection Chapter.

Coordination among adjacent jurisdictions is necessary in order to ensure the protection of water
supply watersheds. The Dog River Watershed occupies Douglas and Carroll County, and the
Sweetwater watershed occupies major portions of Cobb and Paulding Counties. Currently there are
no interjurisdictional protection policies for the Dog River Watershed, in addition to state law. All
applicable jurisdictions will be under the guidance of the North Georgia Water District Plan regula
tionsin the future.

River and Stream Corridors

All watercourses that appear as a solid or broken line on the U.S.G.S Quadrangle Maps are consid-
ered regulated streams. Other natural watercourses may be classified as regulated streams if they
possess one or more of the following characteristics, as determined by County staff based on data
analysis and/or field review.

Evidence of significant water flow along the channel or bed of the watercourse, characterized
by one or more of the following: hydraulically sorted sediments; scouring of vegetation and
vegetative litter; loosely rotted vegetation caused by the action of moving water.

Evidence of hydric soils, hydrophytic vegetation, or wetlands in or around the channel or bed of
the watercourse.

Stream buffers from the banks and setbacks for regulated activities differs by watershed and ranges
from 200 feet in the Dog River Watershed, to a minimum of 25 feet for any stream. A table outlin-
ing requirements can be found in the UDC. All stream buffers must be maintained with appropriate
indigenous plant spaces and groundcover to limit erosion.  Construction, grading, cleaning, grub-
bing, excavating, filling or other land development activities are prohibited outside the minimum
setbacks of the regulated buffers.

Other Major Perennial Streams within the County include:

Tanyard Creek Baldwin Creek Fly Blow Creek

Little Bear Creek Bluff Creek Ayers Creek

Mabley Creek Long Creek Little Baby Bear Creek
Billy Creek Big Branch Creek Cain Creek

Keaton Creek Nancy Long Creek Poole Creek

Crawfish Creek Yellow Rock Creek

Douglas County Comprehensive Plan, Public Review Draft June 2004 5-15



Natural Resources

Protected River Corridor

The Metro River Protection Act, requires local governments to include a river corridor protection
plan as part of the comprehensive planning process. The Chattahoochee River bounding Douglas
County to the southeast is a protected River Corridor. Although not a direct water source for Doug-
las County, the Chattahoochee River is the largest source of water for municipalities upstream of the
County.

The Chattahoochee River is located adjacent to the southeastern border of Douglas County. The
river begins to flow by Douglas County at a point near Buzzard's Roost Island, where Douglas
County, Cobb County, and South Fulton County meet. The River continues past Douglas County
until it reaches a point where Douglas County, Carroll County, and South Fulton meet. Thus, the
Chattahoochee River makes up a significant boundary of Douglas County. The boundary line on the
Douglas County side is made up of only one governmental jurisdiction, unincorporated Douglas
County.

Following the requirements as established by the Georgia Planning Act and the Mountain and River
corridor Protection Act has developed the Douglas County River Corridor Protection Plan. Similar
to the comprehensive plan, this plan includes an inventory of existing conditions, an assessment of
these conditions and a statement of needs and goals consistent with the inventory and assessment.
Goals, policy statements, and action statements, were developed based on perceived needs and gen-
eral goals. In addition, a strategy for the implementation of goals, policy statements, and action
statements, was devel oped including a short-term and long-term work program.

Public participation was considered for the River corridor Protection Plan, as part of the overall
comprehensive planning process. Asthis plan was part of the overall plan document, the public had
an opportunity to review and comment on this plan during the second public hearing for the compre-
hensive plan.

Land Uses:

Land uses in Douglas County adjacent to the Chattahoochee River include agricultural uses such as
pastureland and crops, low-density residential uses, dredging operations, vacant forested and cleared
lands, old private landfill sites, junkyards, a private airstrip, and a variety of small commercial opera-
tions.

Current Protective M echanisms;

Douglas County utilizes several protective mechanisms that apply to lands adjacent to the Chatta-
hoochee River a natura vegetative greenway of 100 feet is required along the river banks. Flood
hazard districts as depicted on the FEMA Flood Plain Maps govern al flood plains. Also, the
County administers a soil erosion and sedimentation control Ordinance through the WSA. All land
disturbances and the ARC as required by the MRPA must renew development within the CRP. De-
velopment permits are not issued by the County prior to thisreview. The CRP areais shown on the
natural resource map.  See also the section on Greenspace to see further descriptions of river pro-
tection.

Floodplains

In the majority of the County, floodplains tend to be narrow, except in the southern part of the
County where they are moderately wide. The upland soils are generally well drained. The bottom-
lands waterways drain off slowly and remain wet for long periods. Much of thisareais contained in
the flood plain areas, and is usable to some extent for non-intensive uses such as agriculture, recrea-
tion, etc.
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Unwise development within flood plains and general development elsewhere reduces the amount of
land, which absorbs runoff. Runoff over greater areas of impervious surfaces increases the amount
of water that reaches rivers and streams, as well as, backyards and other areas never before experi-
encing floodwaters. Flood plains control floodwater, silt overflow and recharge groundwater. This
increased flow extends the boundaries of 100 Year Flood Zones, and increases the possibilities of
general flooding. Douglas County must take steps to more comprehensively deal with storm water
runoff as a system; versus lot by lot, or strictly subdivision oriented storm water runoff considera-
tion.

Floodplain management is required under the National Flood Insurance Act of 1963 and the Flood
Disaster Protection Act of 1973. The County has incorporated Flood Damage Prevention within the
UDC. Additiona restrictions regarding lots containing floodplain areas include a required natural
resource easement for additional protection.

Aquifersand Groundwater Recharge Areas

Recharge areas are portions of the earth’s surface where water infiltrates the ground to replenish an
aquifer, which is any stratum or zone of rock beneath the surface of the earth capable of containing
or producing water from a well. The water in the fully saturated portion of the aquifer is called
groundwater. Groundwater comprises more than thirty times the amount of water, than do al of the
rivers, lakes, and streams of the world. The surface region over which an aquifer collectsis called a
groundwater recharge area. Groundwater recharge areas are areas where the slope is less than 8%,
and two or more rock types contact each other within a four square mile area. Recharging of
groundwater occurs by the seeping of precipitation through porous rock and openings in exposed
rock. Geologic conditions determine the size and amount of recharge in a particular area.

In order to avoid toxic and hazardous waste contamination to drinking water supplies, groundwater
recharge areas must be protected. While recharge takes place throughout practically all of Georgia's
land area, the rate or amount of recharge reaching underground aquifers varies from place to place
depending on geologic conditions.

Areas with thick soils and gentle slopes are ideal development sites, but they are also the most sus-
ceptible to groundwater pollution. Therefore, areas that are the most desirable for development are
also the most susceptible to groundwater pollution. Measures to reduce groundwater recharge area
pollution include reducing impervious surfaces, controlling hazardous spills, and dumping. Cur-
rently subsurface water supplies account for a small percentage of Douglas County’s water use.

Due to the non-porous underlying rock structure in Douglas County, groundwater recharge areas
have been identified as having “low-pollution susceptibility” by DNR. According to data provided
by the Georgia Department of Natural Resources on the Ground-Water Pollution Susceptibility Map
of Georgia, Hydrologic Atlas18, 1999 Edition, Douglas County contains several significant ground-
water recharge areas. The 4 groundwater recharge areas designated by the Hydrologic Atlas 18,
1999 Edition, are asfollows:

Areal: In District 3 between Dog and South River

Area2: On the Douglas/Carroll County border off Ephesus Church Road

Area3: Parallel to Interstate 20 from Villa Ricato Winston

Area4: The largest groundwater recharge area underlies the most devel oped region

of Douglas County. Thisrecharge area parallels Interstate 20 from Highway
5to Lithia Springs.
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Both the state and federal government regulate land uses within groundwater recharge areas. A
Groundwater Recharge Area Protection District (GW) has been established to protect the quality of
groundwater by regulating land uses within significant groundwater recharge areas. Groundwater
recharge areas in Douglas County are mapped on the Official Zoning Map of Douglas County and
the natural features map, corresponding to the areas mapped as significant recharge areas by the De-
partment of Natural Resources (DNR). Requirements from the Environmental Protection Division,
(EPD), include restrictions and regulations on sanitary landfills, land disposal of hazardous wastes,
spray irrigation of wastewater and wastewater treatment basins.

As stated above, groundwater recharge areas in Douglas County have low pollution susceptibility.
The County within the Unified Devel opment Ordinance has adopted the following protection restric-
tions:

= Protect groundwater quality by restricting land uses that generate, use or store dangerous pol-
lutantsin recharge aress,

» Protect groundwater quality by limited density of development; and

= Protect groundwater quality by ensuring that any development that occurs within the recharge
area shall have no adverse effect on groundwater quality.

= Sanitary sewer shall serve new manufactured home parks.

Overall additional requirements of significant recharge areas with low pollution susceptibility, as de-
fined and delineated by DNR, are as follows:

= New hazardous waste treatment or disposal facilities are prohibited.

» New sanitary landfills, if permitted by DNR and the zoning district, shall have synthetic lin-
ers and leach ate collection systems.

= Any new facility that handles hazardous materials of the types listed in Section 312 of the
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (excluding underground storage tanks) in
amounts of 10,000 pounds or more on any one day shall perform their operations on imper-
meabl e surfaces having spill and leak collection systems as prescribed by DNR.

= Any new above-ground chemical or petroleum storage tanks, having a minimum volume of
660 galons, shall have a secondary containment for 110% of the volume of such tanks or
110% of the volume of the larges tank, in a cluster of tanks. Such tanks used for agricultural
purposes are exempt, provided they comply with all federal requirements.

= New agricultural waste impoundment sites larger than 50 acre-feet must be lined as described
by the Soil Conservation Service (SCS).

= Any new home served by septic tank/drain field system must be approved by the County
Health Department and must have alot that is at least 110% of the minimum lot size required
by Table MT-1 of the Department of Human Resource’'s Manual for On-site Sewage Man-
agement Systems.

= Seeaboverestrictions on new manufactured home parks.

The Douglas County Environmental Health Department approves al septic tank permits. This de-
partment will ensure the minimum lot sizes are met and the requirements of the Department of Hu-
man Resources “Manual for On-site Sewerage Management Systems’ are met for all groundwater
recharge areas.
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Wetlands

Wetlands serve as important fish and wildlife habitats and breeding ground, and are an integral factor
in food chain production. Numerous plant and animal species have adapted to the special conditions
of freshwater wetlands and cannot survive elsewhere. Wetlands serve as storage areas for flood
protection/control, erosion control, water quality maintenance, and groundwater recharge, supply and
recreation opportunities. Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes, bogs and similar areas.
Douglas County’s wetlands can be found along major creeks, rivers, and lakes, usually within their
respective flood plains. Wetlands serve as:

Recharge areas for groundwater;

Habitats for fish, plants, and other wildlife;

Flood control devices;

Water purifiers by filtering and trapping pollutants and sediment;
Transition zones between terrestrial and aquatic environments; and
Buffers between developed and undevel oped aresas.

Wetlands can be classified into two groups, open or closed. Closed wetlands exchange relatively lit-
tle material with other environments. Conversely, open systems exchange significant amounts of
material and energy with other environments. However, no wetland is exclusively closed or open.
Wetlands protection comprises the following two categories:

All lands mapped as wetlands areas by the U.S. fish and Wildlife Service National Wetlands
Inventory Maps (Generalized Wetlands Map); and

All lands that, in the course of development review are determined by Douglas County to have
significant evidence of wetlands.

In common terms, wetlands refer to bogs, marshes, swamps, floodplain areas, ponds, and lakes. A
less clear definition includes areas meeting certain criteria as wetlands. These criteriaare: “vegeta
tion, similar to that of traditional wetlands; soils heavily influenced during some portion of the year
by water; and complete ground of surface water saturation during a

portion of the growing season.”

The Generalized Wetlands Map is adopted by reference and de-
clared to be part of the UDC. Thismap isto serve asaguide during
the wetlands permitting process. The Generalized Wetlands Map
cannot serve as a substitute for a delineation of jurisdictional wet-
land boundaries by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, as required
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, as amended. Any action by
Douglas County under this ordinance does not relieve the land-
owner from federal or state permitting requirements.

Wetlands are threatened by a number of human and natural actions. Some of these are direct human
threats such as drainage of the wetlands for land reclamation, construction of dikes, dams and levees
which alter wetlands, and discharge of toxic materials such as oils, pesticides or other pollutants
which destroy plants and wildlife within the wetlands. Other human threats are indirect such as
sediment diversion by dams and channels, and subsidence due to extraction of groundwater, oil and
other minerals. Finally, some other threats are natural such as storms, droughts, and destruction by
animals. No activity which will, or which may reasonably be expected to result in the discharge of
dredge or fill material in the Waters of the US will be permitted within the wetland protection district
without written permission or a permit from Douglas County.

Douglas County Comprehensive Plan, Public Review Draft June 2004 5-19



Natural Resources

The Clean Water Act of 1990 requires entitiesto obtain apermit if land disturbing activities are to be
performed on the wetland. The Corps of Engineers has specified the possible devel opment uses of
wetlands.

L ocal Wetland Protection Criteria

A land disturbance permit is required for al development activities in Douglas County. The
County’ s Engineering Department issues land disturbance permits and has been supplied with a copy
of the National Wetlands Inventory Maps (U.S. Department of the Interior) which by adoption of this
plan, become the official reference maps for the identification of wetlands within Douglas County.
The Engineering Department will determine whether a give development will fall within a wetlands
area as shown on the map, and whether the wetlands area has been designated as a significant wet-
land. If so, the following evaluative criteriawill be used to determine the impact of the activity on
the wetland area:

Will the land use lead to permanent alteration of the wetland that will negatively affect its natu-
ral functions (including water quality maintenance, erosion control, etc.)?

If yes, the activity in question should be restricted.

Will the use cause permanent alteration of the wetland that will negatively affect its recreational
or fishing use, if any?

If yes, the activity in question should be restricted.
Will the impact of the land use be temporary or permanent?
If permanent, the activity in question should be restricted.

All jurisdictional wetlands will be referred to the Corps. Of Engineers for a designated 40 Permit or
Letter of Permission. No local permit will be issued until this requirement is fulfilled.

Section 404 Per mits

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is responsible for restoring and maintaining the envi-
ronmental integrity of the nation’ s wetland resources. The major federal regulatory tool for achieving
this is “Section 404" of the Clean Water Act. Section 404 establishes a permit program to regulate
the discharge of dredge or fill material into waters of the United States, including most wetlands. To
protect these environmentally sensitive areas, the EPA’s goal is to allow no long-term degradation
and no net loss of wetlands. A 404 permit may be required for any discharge of dredge or fill mate-
rial in wetlands of over .1 acrein size; penalties for beginning work without a permit are severe. The
Clean Water Act requires that a determination of jurisdiction for any work that would result in al-
tering over one-acre wetlands.

The County amended its Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) to clearly require Section 404 re-
view by the Corps of Engineers of any land disturbance proposed in a wetland area. Hazardous or
toxic waste receiving, treatment or disposal facilities and sanitary landfills are prohibited within wet-
land aress.
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All development proposals in wetlands, whether

significant or non-significant wetlands, will be re- Dog River -Water Supply Watershed
ferred by the Engineering Department and the Per- : :
mit Department to the Army Corps of Engineers, Inventory of Potential Point Sources| . .o
who will determine whether a Section 404 Permit : of Pollution
ill be required for the project. Agricultre !
wi & proj Asphalt Plants
Utilizing the Georgia Planning Act of 1990 criteria Electric Substations
for wetlands protection, land uses that are deemed Fuel Facilities 11
acceptable within wetland and flood prone areas in- Garbage Transfer Stations 1
clude: Hazardous Waste Faculties 4
. . . Landfills 1
COI’]SGI‘\/&II Ol"l or preservati c.)n .Of soil, .Water’ Large Industries--Federal Categorical Standards 2
vegetation, fish and other wildlife, provided it
does not affect waters of Georgia or of the Land Application Site (LAS) Permit Holders 31
United States in such away that would require Large Industries-utilize hazardous chemicals 3
an individual 404 Permit. Lift Stations 1
. . Lo . Mines 4
Outgloorg passive recreatl.onal 'a(.:tlwtlas, in-  POES oo 3
cluding fishing, bird watching, hiking, boating, Y P re——T 3
horseback I‘Idlng, and canoel ng. Oil/Gas Pipelines Crossing Streams 17
Forestry practices applied in accordance with Total 57
best management practices approved by the
Georgia Forestry Commission and as specified -
in Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. I e
Fuel Facilities 1
_The pasturing of livestock, provid_ed thaft ripar- oz dous Waste Faciiies I
ian wetlands are protected, that soil profiles are Large Indusiries which Utilize Hazardous I
not disturbed and that approved agricultural Land Application Site (LAS) Parmit Holders 2
Best Management Practices are followed. ift Stations 1
Education, scientific research and nature trails. NPDIES Permit Holders 2
Total 8

Other uses permitted under Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act. In addition, as outlined el se-
where in this chapter, the County is working
towards developing a greenway system to further protect sensitive areas.

As Douglas County grows, it must consider the natural habitats of all species. Wetland protection s
required by the Wetland Protection Act of 1990. Economic incentives can be obtained from the Fed-
eral Government, if wetland conservation is practiced (Wetland Reserve Program).

B Water Quality and Pollution

The 1997 Amendments to the Federal Safe Drinking Water Act brought about new3 pollution pre-
vention and protection measures that help ensure clean and safe drinking water. As afirst step, the
USEPA requires all states to perform Source Water Assessments for each drinking water intake. The
Georgia Environmental Protection Division contract with ARC to coordinate and facilitate the im-
plementation of the State’s Source Water Assessment Plan for 28 metro Atlanta public drinking wa-
ter intakes. The Douglasville-Douglas County Water and Sewer Authority and the Atlanta Regional
Commission have completed a source water assessment itemizing potential sources of surface water
pollution to the drinking water supply. Two types of water pollution generators have been identified:
Point Source Pollution and Non-point Source Pollution.
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Point Sour ce Pollution

Individual Source Pollution involves actual facilities, which have contaminates on site, which can
pose a potential health risk if humans consume those contaminants. Currently 57 facilities have been
identified within the Dog River Water Supply Water shed, and 8 within the Bear Creek Watershed.

Non-Point Sour ce Pollution

Non-point source pollution is caused by development and everyday activities that take place in
residential, commercial and rural areas and is carried by rainfall to streams and lakes. Non-point
source pollution is the most significant source of water pollution within Douglas County, asisin the
entire metropolitan Atlanta Region. Nonpoint source pollution, which comes from an array of
sources such as farms, cars, fertilizers, construction sites and atmospheric deposition, is carried by
stormwater into local streams. Each time it rains, the resulting runoff from rooftops, lawns, streets
and parking lots pick up debris such as:

Dust and Dirt;

Oil and other vehicle leaks;
Pet waste;

Lawn pesticides and fertilizers
Leaves and grass clipping

Leaky septic tanks and sewer lines, constriction sites and bare ground areas are other sources of non-
point source pollution.

The EPD has indicated its intention to develop stormwater and watershed plans for basins affected
by nonpoint source pollution. The county should encourage the planning process to occur within a
timely manner and work to achieve its implementation at both the state and local level. Non-point
pollution levels will continue to be monitored within the County.

Douglas County is very proactive towards the protection of its water sources. WSA is now adminis-
tering the stormwater protection program and monitoring soil erosion in order to coordinate new de-
velopment and potential impacts within the county. There are several protection mechanisms in
place through the UDC that contribute to improved water quality. Extra protection through strict
impervious surface limitations and large lot configurations within the Dog River Basin add further
protection. In addition the county has adopted a strong tree ordinance, landscape and buffer stan-
dards and is encouraging environmentally friendly master planned devel opment.

Scenic Views and Sites

Douglas County is a county of natural beauty. Although the County has experienced rapid growth
within the last decade, itsrural heritage is till greatly intact. Several specific scenic views and sites
have been identified and specifically conserved such portions of the Chattahoochee and Dog River.
Several others have been identified in the Historic Resources of this Plan. The County will continue
to work through its future land use plan to conserve additional scenic views and sites.
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® Potential Non-Regulatory Programs

Non-regulatory programs include incentive programs, citizen involvement efforts, and technical as-
sistance and education.

Conservation Use Program

Tax benefits for land conservation are provided through the Conservation Use Program. Under this
program, the State of Georgia offers atax incentive to qualifying property owners who wish to enter
into a conservation covenant. Owners of qualified property must enter into a covenant with the state
stipulating that the land will be maintained in its current condition for a period of 10 years. In ex-
change for the covenant, ad valorem tax will be assessed on the value of the property’s current use
rather than the fair market value. Strict penalties are enforced if the covenant is broken before the
10-year agreement expires. Covenants can be re-established after each 10-year period.

Property eligible for the Conservation Use Program includes environmentally sensitive land, residen-
tial transitional property, and certain agricultural and forestry property. Environmentally sensitive
land includes steep slopes, mountain slopes and mountain tops, wetlands, floodplains, habitats which
contain endangered or threatened species and provide a significant portion of the species’ biological
requirements, significant groundwater recharge areas, and undeveloped barrier islands. Residential
transitional property is defined as property that includes a maximum of five acres surrounding the
residence of a single-family homeowner, or is located in transitional developing areas as evidenced
by recent zoning changes, the purchase of adjacent property by a developer, or the close proximity to
property, which has undergone a change from single-family residential use. Agricultural and for-
estry property includes land used for a variety of row crops, aquaculture, horticulture, floriculture,
forestry, dairy, livestock, poultry, and apiarian products.

Conservation Easements

Under the Georgia Uniform Conservation Easement Act, conservation easements are non-
possessory, in-perpetuity interestsin real property created for any of the following purposes:

= Retaining or protecting natural, scenic, or open-space Use;

=  Assuring the availability of land for agricultural, forest, recreational, or open-space
use;

»=  Protecting natural resources,

»  Maintaining or enhancing air or water quality; or

= Preserving historical, architectural, archeological, or cultural aspects of real property.
A Conservation Easement is a legal agreement a property ownebr makes to restrict the type and

amount of development that may take place on the property. Each conservation easement’s restric-
tions are tailored to the particular property and to the interests of the individual landowner.

Georgia Adopt-A Stream

Georgia Adopt-A-Stream is a citizen involvement and water quality-monitoring program focusing on
nonpoint source pollution. Volunteers adopt a section of stream, river, lake or wetland for one year.
During that time, they evaluate water quality and habitat conditions, pick-up litter, and increase
community awareness of these resources. Georgia Adopt-A-Stream provides education on nonpoint
source pollution and protection of stream and river corridors. Currently more than 5,000 volunteers
participate in individual and community sponsored Adopt-A-Stream Programs.

Douglas County Comprehensive Plan, Public Review Draft June 2004 5-23



Natural Resources

River Care 2000 Program

River Care 2000 is a conservation program established by Governor Zell Miller in September 1995.
One key objective of this program is acquisition of river corridor lands for purposes of protection
and to forestall unwise development in flooding prone areas. The Coordinating Committee has ap-
proved procedures for three types of projects—Riverway Demonstration Projects, which improve
public access to a river with scenic and recreation uses and protect natural and historic resources by
acquiring and managing land in the river corridor; Significant Sites, tracts of land the DNR will ac-
guire and operate as traditional state public-use facilities and Restoration Sites, which are tracts of
land the state will identify, acquire, and manage to reduce nonpoint source pollution.

Wildlife Resources Division (WRD) Land Acquisition

DNR’s Wildlife Resources Division began a land acquisition program in 1987 to acquire 60,000
acres of additional lands for Wildlife Management Ares (WMAS) and Public Fishing Areas (PFAS).
This initiative was funded by a $30 million 20-year obligation bonds to be paid off by hunting and
fishing license increases and WMA permit fees.

Nonpoint Source Education: Project WET (Water Education for Teachers)

A report outlining a plan for nonpoint source education in Georgia was completed in 1994. Titled
Georgia Urban Waterbody Education Plan and Program, the report laid out nonpoint education
strategies for seven target audiences—general public, environmental interest organizations, civic as-
sociations, educators, business associations, local government officials and state government offi-
cials. EPD initially targeted its education efforts towards educators and students in grades K to 12.
Covering impacts on ground water and surface water, the curriculum addresses the following non-
point sources: agriculture, forestry, urban and construction. EPD began implementing Project WET
in December 1996. In 1997 WET Facilitator Training Workshops were successfully completed in
Alpharetta, Macon and Savannah, Georgia. Currently there are 86 Project WET Facilitators in
Georgia.

Greenprint Georgia

The Greenprint Georgia program is an innovative way to help local governments protect their critical
natural and cultural resources and build enduring, prosperous communities. The Trust for Public
Lands is helping Georgia communities create practical greenprints that not only protect important
natural resources—like drinking water, watersheds, wetlands, parks and other open space, but also
the specia places that define an area’ s history and unique character.

Chattahoochee Riverway

The Trust for Public Land has launched a campaign to transform the Chattahoochee River from on of
the nation’s most threatened riversinto avital center of community life for metro-Atlanta. This 180-
mile ribbon of green would stretch from the North Georgia Mountains to Columbus, protecting safe
drinking water and enhancing communities with recreational and natural lands.

B Summary and Needs Assessment

Douglas County has an abundance of natural resources that warrant attention because of their sensi-
tive nature and valuable contribution to the community. The County has taken several specific steps
for the protection of water resources and conservation of the natural environment. Overall the county
is more stringent than the State’ s minimum environmental requirements. Protection measuresinclude
larger required stream buffers, more stringent impervious surface requirements, Watershed protec-
tion overlay within the Bear Creek and Dog River (portions) watershed, strong tree conservation,
landscape and buffer requirements, required primary resource conservation easement protection, and
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local non-jurisdiction wetlands permitting. In addition to direct protection of the natural environ-
ment, the County will continue to educate its citizens about local threatened or endangered species
and environmental impacts through the County web page. The County’s vision, guiding principles,
goals and objectives and the Future Land Use Plan have al been developed with natural resource
protectionin mind. A lower land use impact has been planned in environmentally sensitive areas.

Responsihility for the protection of the natural environment is regulated under several agencies and
regulations: through the County—Chattahoochee River Corridor Protection Plan, the newly adopted
UDC which contains sections on tree protection, soil & erosion practices, flood protection regula-
tions, environmental overlay areas and septic tank restrictions; “greenway” stream corridors, site
plan/engineering review, land disturbance and building permits and construction permits; through the
Georgia DNR—Water resource and soil erosion regulations and inspections; and through the US
EPA/Corps of Engineers—wetland (404) permits. Due to the anticipated growth of the County, the
County will continue to enforce current regulations with regards to floodplains, wetlands, groundwa-
ter recharge areas, Chattahoochee River Protection Act, and UDC and to develop additional regula-
tions and requirements as necessary in the future.

Not only is the County strong on protecting it’s existing natural and sensitive resources, the County
is also proactive in acquiring new open space with the goal of protecting Douglas County’s rural
heritage. The new SPLOST program emphasized parks, recreation and Greenspace. The land com-
ponent is almost $20 million and will alow the purchase of about 2,000 acres of parklands and
Greenspace.

The County will continue to control development location and practices so that unsuitable soils are
not built on, erosion is minimized, wetlands are not disturbed and floodplains are avoided. The
County currently enforces responsible development practices through land disturbance and building
permits, inspection and review process. This process adequately mitigates negative development
practices and will remain intact in the future.
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6.

Historic and Cultural Resources

I ntroduction

Historic resources include landmark buildings, historic structures and sites, commercial and residen-
tial districts, historic rural resources, archaeological and cultural sites, and the historic environment
in which they exist. Historic Resources serve as visua reminders of a community's past, providing a
link to its cultural heritage and a better un-
derstanding of the people and events that
shaped the patterns of its development.
Preservation of these important resources
makes it possible for them to continue to
play an integral, vital role in the commu-

T § O
nity. Currently the County has five proper- v | T
ties listed on the National Register of His- "Jé....'i..’._‘. i
toric Places; the John Thomas Carnes Fam-  ==tawres oo =L'!“_f'_‘jl£e_2§l::_,_" A
ily Log House a Clinton Nature Preserve; )P ataiiy ol LR

Hickary el

the old Douglas County Courthouse; the ' gy T
Douglasville Commercia Historic District;
the Col. William T. Roberts House; and the
Sweetwater Manufacturing Site at Sweet-

water Creek State Park. i % o u"”,u, N
Asin many Georgia counties, distinct peri- . %7’ «,, .‘rw._.; 1\1 tg:‘q
ods of building activity are apparent. Main , i 3-"-7&."13;?'

building period in the County was between

1880 and 1919, better known as the period

of the New South. Other major historical time periods represented include Ante-bellum, Reconstruc-
tion, Roaring Twenties, Great Depression, and World War |1/pre-Cold War. For Douglas County,
this was a period of growth and expansion brought on by the construction of the Georgia Pacific
Railroad. Varying styles of architecture include examples of Victorian, Queen Anne, Craftsman,
Minimal Traditional, Colonial Revival, Romanesque, Italianate, Beaux Arts Classicism, and Tudor
Revival. Craftsman and Minimal Traditional are the most common architectural styles found in
Douglas County.

Cultural and Historic Organizations

Douglas County has an active and informed Historic Preservation Commission as well as a
city/county historical society. The Douglas County Historic Preservation Commission and the
Douglas County Historical Society have created several informational pamphlets and booklets on the
history of the county.

Historic and Cultural Programs

The Cultural Arts Center of Douglasville/Douglas County brings to the residents of Douglas and sur-
rounding counties a wide variety of performing arts including concerts, plays, lectures, recitals, and
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cultural festivals at the Center and various other locations throughout the community. Events such
as Pioneer Days at Clinton Farm and Nature Preserve, held in the fal, offer a whole day of festive
and educational fun through demonstrations of quilting and candle making to exhibitions of old farm
equipment and tools. The Friends of Sweetwater Creek State Park hold an annual Native American
Festival each year at the Park. Demonstrations such as the “Ama Kanasta’ village represent how a
Native American chief lived aong the banks of Sweetwater Creek 300 years ago.

m A Brief History of Douglas County

Early History

The earliest documentation of human habitation in Douglas County is approximately 10,000 BCE (before
current era). More recently, two distinct Native American groups, the Lower Creek and the Cherokee,
inhabited Douglas County. The Lower Creek Nation is a Muskogean language family, while the Chero-
kee are Iroquoian language speakers, associated with northern groups such as Mohawk. The Lower
Creek settled along the Chattahoochee and Flint Rivers in North Georgia  The northern boundaries of
the Lower Creek Nation were in what was too later become Douglas County. This settlement numbered
approximately 22,000 at the time of first contact with Europeans, in the form of Spanish explorers. Due
to the unpleasant nature of these early contacts with the Spanish, the Creeks thereafter aligned themselves
with the British. The Cherokee Nation numbered approximately 29,000 at the time of their first Euro-
pean contacts. The southernmost settlements of the Cherokee Nation were also in what was to become
Douglas County.

The first known settlement in Douglas County was called Skint Chestnut. This point in the landscape
rises to an elevation two hundred feet higher than the surrounding countryside. The Indians used alarge
Chestnut tree as alandmark for years prior to European occupation. In order for the tree to be more con-
spicuous, the Indians removed the bark from top to bottom. Here, over time, the roads to this site began
to converge this early settlement was later incorporated as the City of Douglasville.

In 1821, due to ongoing conflict between the two groups, the Federal Government established aline sepa-
rating the Creek and Cherokee Nations. Thisline began at Buzzard's Roost, an island in the Chattahoo-
chee River, dividing modern day Douglas, Fulton and Cobb Counties. The Government subsequently
removed the Creeks in 1828 due to hostilities between this group and the European settlers.  President
Andrew Jackson signed the Indian Removal Act in 1830, which required al tribes located east of the Mis-
sissippi Rover to be removed and relocated west of the Mississippi. Due to this Act, and the fact gold
was discovered in North Georgia soon thereafter, the last of the Cherokee were forcibly removed in 1838,
in what would later be known asthe “Trail of Tears’.

Early Development

Early European settlers in what is now Douglas County arrived in the
1820's from Virginia, the Carolina’s and the eastern portions of Georgia.
These settlers received land grants from a state lottery system designed to
increase settlement into the western portion of the State. Early farming
operations, the primary trade at this time, were geared to growing corn,
wheat, and barley, or raising livestock, such as, cattle, hogs, chickens, and
sheep. This type of farming was for home use and loca trade, and was
primarily subsistence in nature. Settlers usually lived in log cabins, using
logs hewn from the abundant local hardwood. Gold was discovered in the
northwest section of the County and scarred earth from these operationsis
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till visible. While no major strikes occurred,
the mere presence of the ore made for some
interesting times. This area of Douglas
County was established as part of Campbell
County in 1828.

Douglas County was created by an Act of the
State Legidlature, on October 17, 1870, as the
131%* Georgia County. The name “Douglas’
was derived from Senator Stephen A. Douglas,
of Illinois, prominent for his role in the Lin-
coln-Douglas debates, which took place before
the Civil War.

A number of local industries were established,
and by the 1840’s cotton mills, rope factories,
sawmills, and grain mills dotted the landscape.
The best known was the Manchester Mills, at a
settlement called New Manchester.  Union
soldiers burned this settlement, located on
Sweetwater Creek, in what istoday part of Sweetwater Creek State Park, in 1863. Women from the mills
were captured and exiled to Indiana.

Theideafor arailroad from Atlanta to Birmingham was conceived well before the Civil War, yet it was
many years after the war before the idea became a reality. Work was begun on the railroad as track lying
commenced in November of 1881, and track was laid to the City of Douglasville by April of 1882. Villa
Rica was reached in July of 1882, and the line was completed between Atlanta and Birmingham by No-
vember Of 1883. The line was eventually connected to the Texas and Pacific Railroad in Columbus, Mis-
sissippi. Asthe primary long-distance freight and passenger mode of transportation at the time, railroads
breathed life into small communities, as they became local centers of commercial and social activity.
Bankhead Highway paralleled the railroad and this corridor served as the commercial backbone of Doug-
las County until Interstate 20 opened new areas for development.

Four areas were incorporated within the County:
Douglasville

Douglas County was created by an Act of
the State Legislature on October 17,
1870, as the 131% Georgia County. The
name Douglas was derived from Senator
Stephen A. Douglas of Illinois, prominent
for his role in the Lincoln-Douglas de-
bates that took place before the civil War.
The site known as Skint Chestnut was
chosen for the origin of the Town of
Douglasville.  The act to incorporate
Douglasville was approved on February
25, 1875. Douglasville was granted a city
charter by the State Legislature in 1895
and was designated as the Douglas
County Sest.
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Lithia Springs

Lithia Springs was originally known as Deer Lick and Sweetwater Town during the time of the
Cherokee, and later as Salt Springs. Lithia Springs had a glorious, yet fleeting history as a resort
town. Spring water, rich in minerals, including lithium bicarbonate, emanated from the ground in the
area. Businessmen latched on to the idea of bottling the waters and devel oping a health resort, which
led to the commercialization of the area. Salt Springs was incorporated as a town by the State legis-
lature on December 12, 1882. Thisresort town became quite fashionable to the elite both regionally
and along the eastern seaboard as a place for rest and recover from “nervous ailments’, given the
claimed restorative powers of the spring water. The railroad helped spur growth for the area, which
eventually developed a grand hotel known as the Sweetwater Park Hotel and the Piedmont Chautau-
gua, a Victorian institution aimed at self-improvement. The new century brought decline to the re-
sort as the Chautauqua failed financially and was discontinued. The resort hotel burned to the
ground. The town now known as Lithia Springs had fewer than 150 citizens by 1933. A referen-
dum for the revocation of the charter was held. There is no record of the results of this election and
its current statusis unclear. 1n 1992, a strong movement to re-establish the official status of Lithia
Springs had emerged and has culminated in a 1993 ruling in Douglas County Superior Court that
stated the City of Lithia Springs has officially existed throughout the sixty (60) year period. The
State Legidature would have to officially establish the current boundaries of the City of Lithia
Springs. An election requested citizens of Lithia Springs to decide whether to accept their charter or
dissolved was taken in January of 1994. The vote was in favor of remaining a city. Although
Lithia Springs was formally re-chartered, the city was dissolved in 2001.

VillaRica

The City of VillaRicais located in Carroll and Douglas Counties. The City has annexed approxi-
mately 2900 acres within Douglas County. The Douglas County portion of the City of VillaRicais
largely suburban in character with medium-density subdivisions. The population of the Douglas
County portion of the City is estimated to be 2,267.

Austdl

The City of Austell islocated in Cobb and Douglas Counties. The City has annexed approximately
37 acres within Douglas County. The Douglas County portion of the Austell is largely suburban in
character with medium-density subdivisions.  The population of the Douglas County portion of the
City is estimated to be 97

Historic Resources

The following sections discuss the commer-
cial, residential, institutional and archeol ogi-
ca resources of Douglas County. The
county’s rich history is made evident by the
numerous historic  buildings dispersed
throughout the area. A survey of historic and
cultural resources was completed in Septem-
ber 1999. The Douglas County Historic Re-
sources Survey was performed as part of a
countywide effort initiated by the Douglas
County Board of Commissioners to identify
and survey all historically significant proper-
ties, communities, and towns in Douglas
County, excluding the City of Douglasville.
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The survey was funded by a contract from the Historic Preservation Division of the Georgia Depart-
ment of Natural Resources and matched in part by the Douglas County Board of Commissioners.
The County has a total of 17 identified properties that are eligible for the National Register of His-
toric Places.

Federally Registered Sites

Currently, the County has five properties listed on the National Register of Historic Places:

LI

DO-338 and DO-345 The John Thomas Carnes Fam-
ily Log House at Clinton Nature Preserve. The
Carnes Cabin and the home of Christopher Colum-
bus Clinton located here are thought to be the oldest
“still standing” structuresin Douglas County;

The old Douglas County Courthouse. Completed in
1956, it isjust one of four buildings still standing in
the United States that was designed in the interna-
tional style of the 1950’

The Douglasville Commercial Historic District.
This district was built between the late 1880’ s and
early 1920's with a wide variety of building styles
including Italianate and Beaux Arts;

The Col. William T. Roberts House, also known as
the Roberts Mosley House is a late-Victorian style
house and is currently home to the Douglas-
ville/Douglas County Cultural Arts Council;

DO-298 The Sweetwater Manufacturing Site at
Sweetwater Creek State Park. The mill went into
operation on December 21, 1849, and its products
rapidly became known throughout the south. In
addition to the textile operations, there was a flour
and gristmill to the south and water powered saw
mill one mile north.
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Historic Residential Resour ces

A majority of the historic resources identified in the 1999
Historic Resources Survey were residential in nature. Ex-
amples of sites that could be eligible include:

DO-L-039 Sweetwater Cottage at 6660 s.
Sweetwater Road. The date of construction is
approximately 1900-1909 with no specific aca
demic style.

DO-L-016 Maxwell House at 6655 Marsh Ave-
nue built in 1888 in the Folk Victorian style.

DO-L-082 Summerlin-Bowden House at 3126
Bankhead Highway. The date of construction is
approximately 1840-1849 with no specific aca
demic style.

DO-157 Bullard/Hendley/Sprayberry House at
5135 Highway 92 built circa 1835-1839 in the
Greek Revival/Folk Victorian style.

Historic Commercial Resour ces

Only a small handful of possible historic commercial re-
sources exist. One sitethat could be eligibleis:

DO-016 Good Hunt/Bill Arp/Banks Grocery at 4991 Highway 5 built circa 1905-1924 with no
specific academic style.

Historic Industrial Resources

Only asmall handful of possible historic industrial resources exist. Two sitesthat could be eligible are:
DO-294 Fouts Mill built circa 1936 with no specific academic style.
DO-278 Stockmar Goldmine built circathe 1880’ s with no specific academic style.

Historic Rural Resources

None.

Historic Institutional Resour ces

Several historic institutional resources exist. Examples of sites that could be éligible include:

DO-052 Middle Courthouse District 1271 built circa 1905-1914 with no specific academic
style.

DO-077 Chapel Hill Courthouse, District 736 built circa 1905-1914 with no specific academic
style.

DO-165 Pleasant Grove Baptist Church built circa 1900-1909 with no specific academic style.
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DO-216 Beulah Baptist Church on
Bankhead Highway built in 1947 in
the English Vernacular Revival style.

Transportation Resour ces

The Chattahoochee River line begins at the in-
tersection of Riverside Parkway and Camp
Creek Parkway. The Buzzard's Roost is per-
haps the most well known landmark in North-
west Georgia. Theidand is about ¥ mile north
of the Camp Creek Parkway Bridge. When
Cobb, Paulding and the northern portion of
Campbell counties were originally surveyed, the engineers began at Buzzard's Roost Island. All early
maps indicate that the Sandtown Road, which leads from Tennessee and Alabama, east, crosses at Buz-
zard’ s Roost. The Sandtown Road, Perhaps as old as any road in the south, links with old routes to the
east coast of Georgia.

B Archaeological and Cultural Sites

There are recorded archeological sites in Douglas County on file at UGA, including
cemeteries. There are 14 Civil War military sitesin the County as well.

Cemeteriesand Burial Grounds

The Chattahoochee River line area near Buzzard’ s Roost has been noted as an area of importance to
the Indians along the river. Woodland and Mississippian village and mount centers run aong both
sides of the river for some distance. Sandtown burials were excavated and noted the presence of an
earth lodge on the Douglas County side of theriver. Later work indicated a conical “Hopewell” type
burial mound on a bluff overlooking the Buzzard' s Roost crossing.

Near the intersection of Highways 5 and 166 is the Flint Hill Methodist Church. Two of General
Hood' s troops died near the arbor of this church and were subsequently interred and are two of the
many gravesin the church cemetery.

Historic Campbellton is located in and around a site on Highway 92 three miles from Highway 166.
In the floodplains in this area were settled by Indians who built ceremonial mounds and great vil-
lages. Cherokee and Creeks also inhabited thisarea. The last group of Indians recorded in this area
was the “Anawaki”. A conical mound was excavated in the area that had been built as early as 600
AD.

Civil War Military Sites

At the intersection of Rockhouse Road and Riverside Parkway is a two-story rock house built of
flagstone and mortar, with a chimney on the southeast end and the front facing the southeast on the
old road. Itisadjacent to a hill near the River. The hill included a trenchline held by the State Mili-
tia and the 3 Texas Calvary on July 3 and 4™, 1864. The house was owned by Lawyer Edge.
When federal troops reached the river opposite Sandtown in early July, they commandeered Edge’'s
home, his crops and stock.
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Riverside Parkway at the bridge over Sweetwater Creek is adjacent to the site of Aderhold's Ferry.
The ferry had two stops on the west bank of the Chattahoochee River. July 3, 1864 it was the site of
the battle at Sweetwater Bridge.

Historic Campbellton is also the site of the Bullard-Henley-Sprayberry house. It was built by Tho-
mas and Susan Bullard in the 1840’s and was the site of severa Civil War skirmishes and used as
headquarters by General McCook before the raid on Newnan.

A dirt road near the intersection of Highway 166 and West Chapel Hill Road leads to the site of
Smith’s Ferry. Smith’s Ferry is noted as the point of crossing used by General McCook in his raid
on the West Point railroad in late July, 1864.

Highway 166 at the Chattahoochee River bridge is the site of Gorman’s and Austell’s Ferries. Both
sites were visited severa times during the war, but saw little action.

Phillips Ferry islocated 15 miles from Buzzard’s Roost. The first settlers at Phillips Ferry settled in
what was known as Rivertown. After the raid on Newnan, Phillips Ferry would become a large
camp of Confederate Cavalry and Infantry, preparing to cross the river and march on Sherman'’s rear
position. The Jones house in Rivertown is one of the few remaining structures in Rivertown.
Trenchlines are till visible on both sides of the road all the way to Palmetto.

Generalized Archaeological Areas

Many of the areas aong the banks of creeks, streams and rivers throughout and bordering Douglas
County are the sites of prehistoric archaeological resources. Along the Chattahoochee River aone 12
Indian Mounds are noted and many are referenced in earlier parts of this chapter.

Historic Markers

The following historic markers are located in Douglas County (the marker number, as assigned, is given):
In front of the Old Douglas County Courthouse due to the fact it is the location of the origina Court-
house.

Adequacy of Current Preservation Efforts

Douglas County does not have an active Cemetery Commission and no quasi-governmental entity to
keep track of historic sites and their preservation. It is suggested that either a Cultural Resource
Manager or planner handle cemetery and historic site issues. The overall level of integrity of the
properties analyzed in the 1999 survey ranged from fair to good. A considerable number of re-
sources exhibited a moderate degree of integrity loss. The physical conditions of about 20% of the
historic resources surveyed are in poor or deteriorated condition. A majority of these structures are
located in the rural, unincorporated areas. Given the extraordinary amount of development that
Douglas County is experiencing, it would be wise to adequately map historic sites relative to the Fu-
ture Land Use Map.

Coordination of Land Future Land Use and Preservation Efforts

As aresult of the Historic Resources Survey of 1999, the County should overlay known historic and
archaeological sites on the new Future Land Use Map in order to protect those valuable resourcesin
future development decisions.
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B Summary and Needs Assessment

Douglas County recognizes that the preservation and maintenance of archaeological sites and his-
toric structures contribute to the cultural heritage of the county and are in the long-term best interest
of the county. The Historic Resources Survey of 1999 involved the identification and documentation
of al buildings, structures and sites, which contribute to the historic character of the area. The sur-
vey aso identified potential threats to their survival. In response to this concern, Douglas County
should adopt regulations concerning the demolition of historic structures. Decisions should also be
made on how historic structures should be protected. The county should take action to protect these
sites before they are destroyed.

While the county has begun work toward the goal of preserving the county’ s historic resources, there
are additional stepsthat should be taken. Theseinclude:

Adoption of a countywide historic preservation ordinance in compliance with the Georgia Historic
Preservation act of 1980.

Seek certification as a Certified Local Government under the Historic Preservation Division of the
Georgia Department of Natural Resources.

Investigate preservation incentives.

Utilize current state and federal programs, which provide funding, staff and services in the area of
historic preservation.

Potential financing mechanisms

Several financing mechanisms are available to assist in preservation planning:

State Tax Incentives—a state income tax incentive to encourage the rehabilitation of historic
properties that includes a 25% credit for income-producing properties; a 30% credit for residen-
tial properties; a mortgage certificate program; and a pass-through provision;

The Georgia Land, Water and Wildlife and Recreation Heritage Fund
Heritage tourism grants;
Georgia Heritage Program grants,

HPD Georgia Historic Resources Survey Contracts
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1. Community Facilities and Services

B [ntroduction

A community's public facilities and services define a government's commitment to excellence in
providing a framework in which the community functions. Services such as public safety, education,
solid waste disposal, general government, and a variety of other services play a vital role in how a
community functions, perceives itself, and how it is perceived by outsiders. Often, communities
provide a competitive edge in attracting outside investment and residents by providing high quality
and efficient public services for the lowest cost possible. This chapter will provide summary
descriptions of all mgjor public facilities and al major public services currently provided and
proposed in the future. The county’s guiding principles regarding community facilities include the
following:

0 Plan and program infrastructure on the basis of land use patterns as outlined on the future
land use plan map.

0 Target and program infrastructure to areas of proposed higher density and designated
commercial and industrial nodal areas.

0 Requireinfrastructure concurrency within zoning and the land development process.
B General Government Services

Government Facilities Inventory

The following table lists the general government facilities in Douglas County.

Table CF-1
General Government Facilities

Square

Facility Address Feet Acres
County Court House Hospital Drive n/a n/a
Transportation Center Doris Road n/a n/a
County Court House (old) 6754 Broad Street 38,144 0.88
Vehicle Maintenance 8251 Chicago Avenue 18,840 0.43
Vehicle Maint. Storage Garage 8251 Chicago Avenue 961 0.02
Caretaker's House 8251 Chicago Avenue n/a n/a
Landfill Offices 1730 Humane Society Blvd. 2,079 0.05

Government Structure
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Douglas County is governed by a five-member
staggered terms to ensure continuity. The
Chairman of the Board of Commissioners serves
full time while the four District Commissioners
serve on a part-time basis. County policy is set by
the Board of Commissioners who meets for two
work sessions on the first and third Mondays of
the month and for two commission meetings on
the first and third Tuesdays of the month. County
administrative and operational duties are handled
by afull time County Manager.

Assessment and projection of need for
gover nment services

Board of Commissioners, which is elected to

The County has recently reorganized to provide a better quality of serviceto itsresidents. Currently
office space is sufficient to meet county needs, but will continue to be monitored during the budget

update process.
B Public Safety
Public safety is one of the primary elements of public service that has a profound effect on the
quality of life in a community. Douglas County is well known for its quality public safety efforts.
The following table lists the public safety facilities operated by Douglas County.
Table CF-2
Public Safety Facilities
Square
Facility Address Feet Acres
County Sheriff's Office 6840 W. Church Street 59,568 1.37
Jail Annex (under construction) W. Church Street n/a n/a
Fire Station #1 Sweetwater Street 4,634 0.05
Fire Station #2 Connors Road 7,850 0.23
Fire Station #3 Kilroy Lane 3,764 0.08
Fire Station #4 S.R. 166 2,988 0.07
Fire/EMS Admin Station #5 Chapel Hill Road 10,540 0.24
Fire Station #6 Lower River Road 3,956 0.09
Fire Station #7 U.S. 78/Bankhead Highway 3,114 0.07
Fire Station #10 Pray Street 5,055 0.12
Fire Station #11 S.R. 92/Fairburn Road 4,332 0.10
Animal Shelter 1755 Humane Society Blvd. 3,440 0.08
E-911/Safety Bldg. nia 4,508 0.10
Storage Building 6704-B E. Church Street n/a n/a
Storage Building Kilroy Lane 816 0.02
Fire/EM S Department
The joint Douglasville/Douglas County Table CF-3
Fire/EMS Department has 9 stations Fire Department Personnel
strategically located throughout the City
and County. Current level of staffing is Total Fire
157 including those assigned to fire Uniformed Management & Department
Firefighters  Administration Personnel
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u Community Facilities and Services

suppression apparatus, EMS equipment, and management and supervision, clerical, supply and
maintenance, training, and fire prevention. The department provides border-to-border fire protection
for the entire county, incorporated and unincorporated areas alike.

The following table lists the size of each fire station, as well as the apparatus (heavy vehicles) at each
location.

Table CF-4
Fire Stations and Apparatus

Square

Station Footage Apparatus (Heavy Vehicles)
Fire Station #1 4,634 1 Engine; 1 Ambulance
Fire Station #2 2,544 1 Engine; 2 Ladder Truck; 1 Ambulance
Fire Station #3 3,764 1 Engine; 1 Ambulance
Fire Station #4 2,988 1 Engine; 1 Ambulance
Fire/EMS Admin Station #5 10,540 1 Engine; 1 Ambulance; 3 Reserve Ambulance; 1 Mini Pumper
Fire Station #6 3,956 1Engine; 1 Ladder Truck; 1 Trench Truck; 1 Reserve Engine
Fire Station #7 3,114 1 Engine; 1 Ladder Truck; 1 Support Truck; 2 Reserve Engine
Fire Station #10 5,055 1 Engine; 1 Quick Response Vehicle
Fire Station #11 4,332 1 Engine; 1 Ambulance

Total: 40,927

Current LOS and Projection of Need

The current level of service, in terms of capital facilities, can be
determined by dividing the current facility space (46,233 square feet)
by the population served. The population served by the county fire and
EMS department is the residents and employees in the county
(154,787 persons in 2004). Thistrandates to a facility level of service
of 0.299 square feet per person. The department has stated that the
addition of two new stations will serve the entire county for the
foreseeable future. This will maintain and enhance current service in
terms of response time and insurance ratings. Adding two stations to
the system, assuming an average size of 5,000 square feet each, trandates to a year 2025 level of
service of 0.161 square feet per person. In addition to the construction of these two stations,
replacement of aging equipment, additional equipment and personnel to outfit the new stations, and
the renovation of Stations 5, 6, and 11 will be critical over the next few years. Current plans also call
for Station 1 to be relocated.

Sheriffs Department

The Sheriffs Department, located at 6840 W. Church Street, is responsible for al phases of law
enforcement in unincorporated Douglas County. The Department includes both uniformed officers
and administrative personnel.
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Table CF-6

Sheriff's Office Personnel

Civilians

Deputy Sheriffs Jailers

Total Sheriff's
Department
Personnel

The following table summarizes crime statistics for the County for the period 1998 through 2002.
According to these statistics violent crime has increased over this period, while non-violent crime

rates have generally decreased.

Table CF-7
Crime Statistics

% change,

Offense 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 1998-2002
Murder 4 3 0 2 9 125%
Rape 10 11 14 28 11 10%
Robbery 50 60 53 70 75 50%
Assault 191 235 176 211 200 4%
Burglary 651 623 455 578 577 -11%
Larceny 2774 3293 2604 3014 2849 3%
Vehicle Theft 409 468 278 372 328 -20%

Source: Georgia Department of Public Safety.

The 5.05 acre site housing departmental operations contains three (3) buildings. The main building
containing 46,376 square feet houses administrative offices and jail operations. A smaller (11,560 sg.
ft.) building to the rear houses patrol operations, communications, the Specia Investigation Division,
training, and storage. A third small building (1632 sg. ft.) to the rear houses shop operations.

LOS, Capacity and Future Demand

The current level of service, in terms of capital facilities, can be determined
by dividing the current facility space by the population served. The
population served by the county jail (46,376 square feet) isthe residents and
employees in the entire county (154,787 persons in 2004). This trand ates to
afacility level of service of 0.3 square feet per person. In order to maintain
thislevel of service, 58,506 square feet of detention space would need to be
added by 2025. Separate from jail, the population served by the Sheriff’s
Patrol facility (11,560 square feet) is the residents and employee of the
unincorporated portions of the county (108,446 persons in 2004). Thisis a
current level of service of 0.11 square feet per person. In order to maintain
this level of service to the planning horizon, 14,382 new sguare feet of
Sheriff’s Patrol facility space would be required.

14
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Georgia State Patrol

The Georgia State Patrol maintains a post in Villa Rica that serves the Douglas County area. The
State Patrol handles law enforcement activities along State and Federa highways, which include the
enforcement of traffic laws.

Safety/Emer gency M anagement

The Safety/Emergency Department, located in a building at 8595 Club Drive in Douglasville, is
responsible for occupational safety in County government and for emergency management including
civil preparedness. The safety function of this department includes inspections and assessment of all
facets of County operations including buildings, land, and motor vehicles. Emergency management
includes civil preparedness and emergency operation plans for Douglasville and Douglas County.
This department has two (2) full-time staffers in approximately 1000 square feet of space. Staff has
identified the need for an additional employee. In addition, there is a need for additional space for
storage and the additional employee.

Animal Control

The Animal Control
Department, located at 1755
Humane Society Boulevard, is
responsible for services related
to animals including adoption,

Table CF-8
Animal Control Statistics

. ed . al Disposition Number of Animals Percent of Total
communlty ucation, remov Adopted 503 13%
of dead animals, quarantining of Euthanized 4,547 76%
bite cases, and the overall Reclaimed 658 11%
administration and enforcement
of al Douglas County animal Total 6,008 100%

control ordinances. until

recently the animal control the

Humane Society on behalf of

the county operated facility and services. The County has taken over animal control operations and
intends to bring about a change in practices. The Humane Society provided a staffing level of
seventeen persons; the County is operating with a staffing level of ten and one-half personnel. The
following table presents statistics related to the last year of Humane Society operation of animal
control services.

While the current facility is adequate to serve the county at present, the Department is planning some
changesin the disposition of animalsthat will necessitate some changes in facility configuration. The
County intends to reduce the number of citations issued, which are considerably higher than citations
issued by other similar agencies in the area. In the last reported annual period the Department issued
1,221 citations; the goal is to reduce this number to about 300 annualy. In addition the County
intends to increase the number of animals adopted out of the animal control facility, aiming for
adoptions to make up about 18% of all animals handled. Thiswould also have the effect of reducing
euphemized animals to roughly 70%. In order to meet these goals—increased adoptions and a
decrease in animals that must be put down—the Department plans to expand the current facility by
adding outdoor kennel and walking areas, as well as septic system upgrades.

Douglas County Public Review Draft, June 2004 1-5



Community Facilities and Services u

Emergency Communications

Enhanced 911 (E911) services are provided to the entire county through a single emergency
communications facility. The E911 center is currently housed in a 4,508 square foot facility
previously shared with other public safety offices. The current facility is adequate to serve the
county, though maintaining an adequate staffing level is an on-going challenge.

While the current facility is adequate to serve the county at present there is no additional capacity, in
terms of facility space, available at the location. Continuing development of Douglas County will
require more facility space over time. Also, the current building was not constructed to specifically
withstand severe weather conditions (e.g. high winds, micro-bursts, tornadoes), creating a potential
service delivery problem during a time when critical demand would naturally be increased. Taken
together, these factors point to the need for E911 services to be housed in a different facility, either
new or existing, where additional space and a more secure building type will provide for service into
the future.

1-6
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B Public Utilities

Public utilities are the lifeblood of a community providing residents and businesses with vita
services necessary to their quality of life and productivity. The availability, the programming and
implementation of these facilities provide one of the guidelines in the development of overall land
use patterns within the county. The following is a summary of those public utilities serving the
Douglas County area.

Douglasville/Douglas County Water & Sewer Authority

In 1985, merging the City of Douglasville's water and sewage facilities with Douglas County’s
facilities created the Douglasville-Douglas County Water & Sewer Authority (WSA). Prior to this
merger, water and sewerage service were provided independently by the City and the County .The
independent service was not efficient and, often, redundant in terms of service provision. The
Authority purchased all the facilities and capital of the independent entities. It is a quasi-
governmental agency funded through user fees and new connections to the system. No tax dollars are
received. The WSA Board of Trustees is made up of eight members including the Commission
Chairman of Douglas County and the Mayor of Douglasville. The WSA is a member of the Metro
North Georgia Water Planning District.

The Authority exclusively provides water and sanitary sewer services to Douglas County, with the
exception of Villa Rica and Austell, Georgia. The Authority supports various types of customers,
including residential, commercial, industrial, multi-family, mobile home parks and governmental
accounts. The Authority operates and maintains a water and sanitary sewer system consisting of
water reservoirs, water and wastewater treatment plants, water distribution and sewerage collections
lines, and the use of meters to bill consumption. As of June 30, 2003, the net property, plan and
equipment value of the combined System was $184,572,874.

Historically, growth has had a positive impact on Douglas County; however, the current and
projected growth patterns will strain the capacity of water and sewerage infrastructure of the County.
This recent growth has led the authority to develop a five-year capital improvement plan to guide
system growth. They are currently expanding this plan to encompass the next 25 years. WSA has
identified needed system improvements, upgrades, and new construction to meet the increased
demand in water and wastewater service.

Water Supply and Treatment

The WSA currently supplies 70% of the county with public water. The city of Villa Rica supplies
customers in the unincorporated area.

The WSA system consists of a countywide network of water lines ranging in size to support
residential to industrial customers. TWSA obtains water from four sources. Tow of these sources,
Bear Creek and Dog River provide raw water to the Authorities Bear Creek Water Treatment Plan.
Raw water flows from Bear Creek into a 40-acre man-made reservoir prior to treatment, where
withdrawals of up to 6.0 MGD are permitted by the State of Georgia. The Authority is currently
permitted to withdraw up to 15.89 MGD of raw water directly from the 215-acre Dog River
Reservoir. The Bear Creek Water Treatment Plant has a maximum treatment capacity of 16.4 MGD.

The third source of water to the System is a wholesale connection to the Cobb-Marietta Water
Authority, which extends to the year 2026 and permits WSA to purchase an average of 2.30 MGD of
treated water. The fourth source of water to the System includes up to an estimated 2MGD provided
through aretail connection to the Cobb County Water System.
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The Bear Creek Water Treatment Plant has been in operation since 1978. It has been expanded three
times to its present day capacity of 16 MGD. The plant is located in the southern portion of the
county, approximately 6 miles from the Dog River Reservoir and 4 miles from the Bear Creek
Reservoir. The potable water storage of the water system consist of clear wells at the plant totaling
3.775 million gallons and six elevated storage tanks throughout the county totaling 8 million gallons.
The total combined storage of potable water is 11.775 million gallons, slightly more than 100% of
one day’s annual average system wide usage. The system is served by approximately 771 miles of
distribution lines in various diameter sizes throughout the County.

Water is consistently treated to meet state and federal water quality guidelines. Water studies are
underway in the Gunther’s and Anawakee creek watershed, and the Authority plans to conduct water
guality studies on the remaining four watersheds—Sweetwater Creek, Bear Creek, Dog River, and
Hurricane Creek.

Assessment

The mission of the Douglesville-Douglas County Water & Sewer Authority has developed a system-
wide plan to serve the expected population base in the City of Douglasville and unincorporated
Douglas County. Expansion of the water system is based primarily on fire service needs and the
protection of groundwater within the County. To meet the demands of the rapidly growing
population of Douglas County, WSA is continually upgrading and expanding its water distribution
system.

The Water and Sewer Authority plans to consolidate many of the smaller water treatment plants that
serve limited portions of the county with larger treatment facilities. The following table outlines the
Authority’s water treatment capital facilities plans for the next five years. At completion these
projects will provide a system capacity of 23 WSA believes that its source of raw and potable water
are currently adequate. In sum, this organization provides a cost effective solution to the County's
present and future water and sewerage needs.

1-8
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Table CF-9
Capital Facility Improvements

Estimated Local

Project Start Year Cost (2004-2009)
Land and Improvements
Western tank booster pump station site 2004 $10,000
Chapel Hill water tank 2004 $150,000
10’ vertical easement, Dog River 2004 $500,000
Wet lands mitigation 2005 $115,000
Sweetwater property purchase 2009 $1,000,000
Easement acquisitions 2006 $60,000
Water Line Extensions
Hwy. 166 East 2004 $3,500,000
Thornton Road 2004 $600,000
Hwy. 5 Loop 2004 $750,000
Mann Road 2004 $340,000
Willoughby Road 2004 $70,000
Route 61 2004 $120,000
166 Cross Bridge 2006 $300,000
166 Carroll County 2008 $540,000
Water Tanks
Tank repairs 2004 $1,500,000
Chapel Hill (new tank) 2006 $2,000,000
Cut Grady down 2004 $50,000
Water Plant Improvements
Bear Creek expansion (to 24 mgd) 2009 $2,000,000
Emergency Power
Bear Creek modifications 2004 $800,000
Dog River intake, generator 2006 $2,500,000
Reservoir
Dog River expansion 2005 $11,000,000

Wastewater Treatment
Table CF-10

WSA is adso the provider for a countywide sewerage ~ 'Vastewater Treatment Capacity

system and wastewater treatment. The system collects

sewerage through approximately 257 miles of sanitary Facility c(emg;y

sewer collection lines and force mains which lead to four

major wastewater treatment plants and three smaller ﬁg’:ﬁiﬁfer Creek g-gg

plants. In addition WSA is under contract with Cobb Southside 352

County to provide limited sewerage treatment services to Beaver Estates 0.08

fewer than 50 customers in certain areas of the county. Rebel Trails 0.04
St. Andrews 0.02

The combined treatment capacity of the Authority’s

sewerage treatment plantsis 7.49 MGD. As of June 2003, Total Capacity (MGD) 726

the average total sanitary sewer flow at al plants was
1,633 MG, which is an average of approximately 4.47
MGD, 60% of the design capacity of the plants.
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The Authority’s South Central Urban Water Reuse Facility came on line in August 1999 to serve a
new sanitary sewer service area and to meet the needs of a new golf course. Thisisa500,000 gallon
per day Unitank “Zero Emission System.” Public input influenced the need to provide abio filter for
odor control and enclose the facility with architectural treatment to complement houses to be built in
the adjacent upscale golf course community.

WSA currently has a5 capital improvements program, and is drafting a 25-year capital improvement
to outline the future of wastewater management within the County. The 5-year plan was prepared in
order to estimate future needs and provide general guidance in the development of a countywide
wastewater management system.

The Authority installs all major sanitary sewer lines, by contract. These lines will generally be 10”
diameter or larger. The Metropolitan North Georgia Water Planning District’s Draft Long-Term
Wastewater Management calls for the Authority to consolidate all of its wastewater treatment
facilities into two mgjor plants by the year 2010. All wastewater will eventually be treated at either
the Sweetwater Creek Wastewater Treatment Plant with an ultimate planned capacity of 6.0 mgd, or
the South Central Urban Water Reuse Facility with an ultimate planned capacity of 12.0 mgd.

Table CF-11
Wastewater System Performance

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Average Treatment (MGD)

System Capacity (MGD) 7.26 7.26 7.26 7.26 7.26
Average Unused Capacity 7.26 7.26 7.26 7.26 7.26
Assessment

Sewer expansion is strongly influenced by the topography of the area, and land use policies. WSA
has begun to look toward providing wastewater service to enhance economic development
opportunities and serve residential development where appropriate. The Future Land Use Plan Map
has been designed to concentrate higher densities and non-residential development in areas that
already have connections or are planned within the near future.

The following table provides a schedule of capital improvements for the next five years.

1-10
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Table CF-12

Capital Facility Improvements

Sewer System
Estimated Local

Project Start Year Cost (2004-2009)
Sewer Line Extensions
Douglas Blvd., I-20 2005 $79,000
Hwy. 92, 1-20 2005 $1,000,000
Sewer Line Replacements 2004 $310,000
Sewer Plants
Northside abandonment 2004 $7,000,000
Sweetwater (to 6 mgd) 2008 $18,000,000
St. Andrews abandonment 2004 $4,000,000
Southside abandonment 2008 $5,000,000
South Central expansion 2004 $52,000,000

Solid Waste & Landfill Operations

Below is a brief description of the County’s Solid Waste Program. A complete and detailed
description can be found in the “Douglas County Solid Waste Management Plan” as amended in
2004. The Solid Waste Management Plan meets all requirements of the Georgia Comprehensive
Solid Waste Management Act.

The landfill operations, located at 1730 Humane Society Boulevard, oversee operation of the
Douglas County Landfill located at Cedar Mountain Road and recycling efforts.

Table CF-13
Solid Waste Generation

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Total Tons
Population

Per Capita Rate (tons/year)

Household waste accounted for the largest share of the waste generated with 45 percent. Commercial
uses accounted for 30 percent of the waste produced. Construction debris, yard waste, and sludge
accounted for twelve, nine, and four percent respectively. A maor goa in the solid waste
management plan isto reduce the amount of waste that enters the landfill. Composting and recycling
are ways in which the county can achieve this goa. In addition, the county sponsors several
educational opportunities for solid waste reduction including, a solid waste educational program in
the Douglas County school system and backyard composting demonstrations at the landfill.
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Douglas County does not provide any type of solid waste collection service. Collection service in
unincorporated Douglas County is provided by approximately twenty-six private haulers. However,
private haulers do not serve some areas of unincorporated Douglas County because these areas have
been deemed uneconomical. Douglas County and Douglasville participate in a waste reduction
program. There is a recyclables drop off center in Fairplay and a recyclables drop off center at the
Cedar Mountain Landfill for all residents. The county has programmed the establishment and
operation of 3 additional convenience centersinits current STWP.

Natural Gas

Two companies provide natural gas to Douglas County residents. Atlanta Gas Light is the primary
supplier with approximately 69,000 customers throughout the county.

Austell Gas Company serves a minor portion of the county providing natural gas to approximately
4480 residents, located east of Highway 92 along Thornton Road.

Electricity

The Buford Dam Plant on the Chattahoochee River provides the raw source of electricity for the
Douglas County area. Douglas County has many substations that are fed by this plant through
transmission lines. Douglas County substations include the Douglasville Primary, Douglasville #2,
Arbor Station, and the Cedar Mountain Substation. Each has a maximum load capacity of
approximately six hundred amps. Two new substations may be installed in the future to provide
adequate electricity provision for our area; however, the current substations are capable of providing
adequate service for the immediate and intermediate future.

1-12
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B Parksand Recreation

Providing recreational opportunities for
residents to play, exercise, relax, and enjoy
the natural environment is necessary for a
vibrant community and for attracting and
retaining residents and businesses, and
vital to the social, psychological, and
physica well-being of a community.
Additionally, tourism related facilities
provide opportunities for residents and
visitors to experience leisure- related
activities and bring in needed dollars to the
local economy in a far more
environmentally sensitive manner than would heavy industry.

The county strives to provide a balance of passive opportunities, i.e., bird watching, camping, and
hiking and picnicking, and active recreation, athletic fields, gymnasiums, tennis and basketball
courts, and community centers in various levels of parks and facilities Recreation planning must
include both kinds, active and passive, when assessing the needs of Douglas County. Although this
section deals with both passive and active parks, the Greenspace plan, as defined by DCA will be
discussed more fully in the natural resources chapter of this plan.

Recreation standards, as suggested by the National Park & Recreation Association (NRPA), help
communities determine their needs by analyzing current facilities and comparing their size, number,
type and facilities to population size and density figures. These figures provide a basic measure by
which a community can systematically plan to develop facilities and obtain the necessary land for
recreational activities. Levels of Service and Planning Standards provide the county with overal
programming requirements as their population increases.

NRPA provides overall planning standards for park classification according to acreage, primary use
and the geographical area is serves. A good park system will contain a mixture of these types
according to the needs of its population:

Neighborhood Park: Parks within walking distance, typically less than 25 acres with facilities
for spontaneous recreation including playgrounds, picnicking, multi-purpose courts, athletic fields
for unorganized, pickup type games, etc. Generally provided at a level of service of 1 acre per
1,000 residents.

Community Park: Parks within a 2-mile radius or 10 minute drive of the target neighborhood
and that are typically 25 acres and larger. These parks accommodate organized sports and large
intensively used facilities such as swimming pools, lighted ballfields, tennis courts, gymnasiums,
restrooms, etc. Level of serviceistypically 5 acres per 1,000 residents.

Regional Park: Parks within a one-hour drive that are typically 50 acres or more, perhaps a
natural resource location. Specia facilities can be accommodated at this type of park such as
equestrian facilities, golf courses, amphitheaters, softball complexes, aquatic centers, etc. Typical
facilities include hiking trails, picnic areas, restrooms, etc. Generally provided at a level of
service of 4 acres per 1,000 residents.
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Natural Resource Area/Preserve—protected
lands, lands unsuitable for development but
offering natural resource potential, individual sites
exhibiting natural resources.

School Parks—provide a mechanism of
combining resources and provide accessible
amenities to the community

Inventory

Douglas County's public parkland totals 352
improved acres with 1,302 additional acres of
unimproved area, for a grand total of 1,656 park and
recreational acres. This trandates into a level of service of 15.5 acres per 1,000 residents. Most
facilities function as community parks, although only 1 improved park (Deer Lick) contains the
minimum required acreage to be classified as such.
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Table CF-14
Park Facilities

Beulah Lithia
Bill Arp  Deer Lick Mt. Carmel Ruritan Fairplay Springs ~ Winston
Acre(s) 14 40 14 20 15 8 15
Baseball/Softball Fields (Lighted) 6 3 5 5 5 2 3
Basketball Court (indoor) 1
Basketball Court (outdoor) 2 2 2 2
Batting Station 2 2 1 1 1 1
Community Building 1 1 1 1 1 1
Concession Building 2 2 2 2 2 1 1
Fishing Area 1 1
Football Field (Lighted) 2 1 1
Jogging Trail 1
Lake/Stream/River 1 1
Midget/Junior Field (Lighted)
Picnic Area
Picnic Shelter 1 3 1 1
Playground 1 2 1 2 1 1
Practice Field (Unlighted)
Restroom 2 5 2 2 2 1 1
Soccer/Football Field (Lighted)
Special Use Facility
T-Ball Field (Lighted)
Tennis Courts (Lighted) 2 5 2 2
Woodrow Boundary Clinton
Post Road Wilson Cedar Mtn. Waters Dog River Farm Totals
Acre(s) 15 11 2 500 802 200 1656
Baseball/Softball Fields (Lighted) 2 4 35
Basketball Court (indoor) 1
Basketball Court (outdoor) 1 9
Batting Station 3 11
Community Building 1 1 8
Concession Building 1 1 14
Fishing Area 1 1 1 1 6
Football Field (Lighted) 1 5
Jogging Trail 1 2
Lake/Stream/River 1 1 1 1 6
Midget/Junior Field (Lighted) 0
Picnic Area 0
Picnic Shelter 2 1 3 12
Playground 1 1 10
Practice Field (Unlighted) 1 1
Restroom 1 1 1 18
Soccer/Football Field (Lighted) 0
Special Use Facility 1 1
T-Ball Field (Lighted) 0
Tennis Courts (Lighted) 11

In Douglas County many school facilities are utilized in conjunction with the County parks to
provide recreation opportunities.
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Table CF-15
School System Facilities

Multi-Purpose Field
Running Track
Activity Building

Component Type Number
Soccer/Football Field 4
Softball Field 3
Baseball Field 3
Multi-Purpose Court 3
Gymnasium 29
Playground 19

10

4

2

In the following table the current level of service is compared to NRPA guidelines. The current level
of serviceis calculated (including both county parks and school facilities), and the suggested level of
service is also shown. In the final column the number of components that would be demanded under
the NRPA guidelines is shown. In many categories Douglas County has current levels of service that
exceed the suggested guidelines, demonstrating that the County is providing service above the
national standard. If Sweetwater Creek State Conservation Park is factored in the level of service for
parks acres, the LOS for the county
is actually quite high. In severd
categories, however, the components
provided in the county run behind
the NRPA guidelines. For example,
more soccer fields and tennis courts
would be demanded under the
NRPA guidelines than are currently
available in the county. Facility type
levels of service guidelines are very
subjective community by
community. Whereas ballfields may
be very important in one
community, running tracks may be
more  important to  another
community.
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Parks Level of Service Assessment
Based on NRPA Guidelines

Community Facilities and Services

Current Demanded

Component Inventory Current Level of Service NRPA Guidelines Components
Acres 0 0.00 per 1,000 persons 3 per 1,000 persons 320
Ballfields 9 0.42 per 5,000 persons 1 per 5,000 persons 12
Football Fields 0 0.00 per 75,000 persons 1 per 75,000 persons 1
Soccer Fields 3 0.21 per 7,500 persons 1 per 7,500 persons 11
Tennis Courts 0 0.00 per 5,000 persons 1 per 5,000 persons 21
Basketball Courts 11 1.03 per 10,000 persons 1 per 10,000 persons
Running Track 2 0.94 per 50,000 persons 1 per 50,000 persons 0
Volleyball Court 11 2.06 per 20,000 persons 1 per 20,000 persons
Multi-Purpose Trail 1 1.00 system per region 1 system per region
Pavillions 0 0.00 per 1,000 persons n/a
Playgrounds 16 0.15 per 1,000 persons n/a
Walking/Jogging Trail 0 0.00 per park 1 per park 10
Gymnasium 8 0.67 per community 1 per community 8

The NRPA guidelines are just one element in parks facility planning. The County also weighs
demand for certain facility types, as well as specific needs that may be more regional than national.
In the next table the future demand for park acreage and developed components is shown. The LOS
used is a locally refined version of the NRPA guidelines, combining suggested standards and local

demands.

Table CF-17

Parks Level of Service

Future Demanded Components

Demanded
ADDITIONAL
Component Desired Level of Service Components
Acres 3.00 per 1,000 persons 403
Ballfields 1.00 per 5,000 persons 27
Football Fields 1.00 per 75,000 persons 2
Soccer Fields 0.21 per 7,500 persons 4
Tennis Courts 0.00 per 5,000 persons 0
Basketball Courts 1.00 per 10,000 persons 13
Running Track 1.00 per 50,000 persons 3
Volleyball Court 1.00 per 20,000 persons 7
Multi-Purpose Trail 2.00 system per region 1
Pavillions 0.00 per 1,000 persons 0
Playgrounds 0.15 per 1,000 persons 20
Walking/Jogging Trail 1.00 per park 4
Gymnasium 0.67 per community 4

Sweetwater Creek State Conservation Park

Douglas County Public Review Draft, June 2004
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Sweetwater Creek State Park is a 1,986-acre area located in the
southeastern section of Douglas County. It offers many cultural
and natural activities such as an arts and crafts festival, a five-
mile nature trail, educational and naturalist programs,
recreationa water activities on the George Sparks Reservoir, as
well as many other activities. A major attraction is the ruins of
the New Manchester Manufacturing Company, a Civil War era
textile mill. Other facilitiesinclude:

A group shelter and BBQ pit.
Playground

Eleven picnic shelters

Two fishing docks

Lake and stream fishing

Bait shop and boats rentals

B Douglas County Public School System

The Douglas County public school system has four high schools, six middle schools, and eighteen
elementary schools. These facilities and their addresses are shown below.

The Douglas County school system is the 17th largest in the State of Georgia and is part of the
Atlanta Metropolitan Regional Educational Service Area. Student enrollment as of 2001-2002 is
approximately 18,101. The system operates an dternative school program, pre-kindergarten
programs, and evening adult education programs. The Southern Association of Colleges and Schools
accredit al Douglas County schools. A number of schools in the system have been named State and
National Schools of Excellence.

-
- -
e

DOUGLAS COUNTY SCHOOLS
B

e

The Douglas County school system receives community support through many business partners, at
least one partner per school. The newly formed Public Education Trust (PET) fund provides a variety
of servicesin support of public education.

1-18 Douglas County Public Review Draft, June 2004



u Community Facilities and Services

The Douglas County Board of Education consists of five (5) elected board members who set policy
for the superintendent and staff. Local, State, and Federal funding contribute approximately $70
million toward the operating budget. The Board of Education establishes the millage rate needed
each year to support the school system.

Comprehensive programs at the kindergarten, elementary, middle, and high school levels are
complemented by programs adapted to meet the special needs of students. Student support teams
offer guidance and assistance to all students. The student support program exceeds al State
reguirements.

Specia education provides opportunities tailored to meet individual student needs. Programs for
exceptional students include: learning programs, physica impairments, speech and language
disorders, visual and hearing-impaired programs, and other health-related impairments. Program
Challengeis aprogram for gifted students.
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Table CF-18
Douglas County Schools

Public Schools

Address

Annette Winn Elementary
Arbor Station Elementary
Beulah Elementary

Bill Arp Elementary

Bright Star Elementary
Burnett Elementary

Chapel Hill Elementary
Dorsett Shoals Elementary
Eastside Elementary
Factory Shoals Elementary
Holly Springs Elementary
Lithia Springs Elementary
Mirror Lake Elementary
Mount Carmel Elementary
New Manchester Elementary
South Douglas Elementary
Sweetwater Elementary
Winston Elementary

Chapel Hill Middle School
Chestnut Log Middle School
Fairplay Middle School
Stewart Middle School
Turner Middle School
Yeager Middle School

Alexander High School
Chapel Hill High School
Douglas County High School
Lithia Springs High School

Private Schools

Colonial Hills Christian School
Douglasville SDA

Harvester Christian Academy

Heirway Christian Academy

Inner Harbor Hospitals, Ltd.

Kings Way Christian

Lithia Christian Academy

Montessori School of Douglas County

3536 Bankhead Highway
9999 Parkway South

1150 Burnt Hickory Road
4841 Highway 5

6300 John West Road
8277 Connally Drive

3989 Chapel Hill Road
5688 Dorset Shoals Road
8266 Connally Drive

2444 Highway 92

4909 W. Chapel Hill Road
6946 Florence Drive

2613 Tyson Road

2356 Fairburn Road

2242 Old Lower River Road
8299 Highway 166

2505 East County Line Road
7465 Highway 78

3989 Chapel Hill Road
2544 Pope Road

8311 Highway 166
8138 Malone Street
7101 Junior High Drive
4000 Kings Highway

6500 Alexander Parkway
4899 Chapel Hill Road

8705 Campbelton Street
2520 East County Line Road

7131 Mt. Vernon Road
2836 Bright Star Road
4241 Central Church Road
6758 Spring Street

4685 Dorsett Shoals Road
6456 The Kings Way
2548 Vulcan Drive

8014 Durelee Lane
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The Douglas County school system has developed a mission
statement as part of an overall strategic plan for education. The
mission of the Douglas County school system is to provide a
quality education for al students in a safe and supportive
environment. In order for students to meet the challenges of a
changing world, the system will offer opportunities and
experiences for them to become responsible individuals,
independent  thinkers, productive citizens, and life-long
learners. Douglas County, through the 2004 Douglas County
Comprehensive Plan, shall refer to the strategic plan for goals
and action statements related to education as a matter of policy.

Table CF-19
Capacity Assessment

Enrollment Design  Over/Under Students

School (2002) Capacity (2002) Faculty* per Faculty
Annette Winn Elementary 489 34 14.4
Arbor Station Elementary 565 41 13.8
Beulah Elementary 419 31 135
Bill Arp Elementary 446 32 13.9
Bright Star Elementary 567 38 14.9
Burnett Elementary 606 52 11.7
Chapel Hill Elementary 555 39 14.2
Dorsett Shoals Elementary 453 34 13.3
Eastside Elementary 601 56 10.7
Factory Shoals Elementary 532 37 14.4
Holly Springs Elementary 561 40 14.0
Lithia Springs Elementary 480 36 13.3
Mirror Lake Elementary n/a

Mount Carmel Elementary 523 35 14.9
New Manchester Elementary n/a

South Douglas Elementary 514 35 14.7
Sweetwater Elementary 626 44 14.2
Winston Elementary 534 37 14.4
Chapel Hill Middle School 978 55 17.8
Chestnut Log Middle School 935 51 18.3
Fairplay Middle School 805 a7 171
Stewart Middle School 817 49 16.7
Turner Middle School 795 46 17.3
Yeager Middle School n/a

Alexander High School 1,373 78 17.6
Chapel Hill High School 1,158 62 18.7
Douglas County High School 1,351 78 17.3
Lithia Springs High School 1,418 82 17.3

*Includes full and part-time faculty.
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Table CF-20
Test Scores (CRTC)
Percentage of Douglas Co. Students Percentage of All Georgia Students
Did Not Did Not
Meet Met Exceeded Meet Met Exceeded
Test School Year Standards Standards Standards Standards Standards Standards
Grade 4 English 1999-2000 23% 62% 15% 29% 55% 16%
2000-2001 20% 62% 19% 26% 58% 16%
2001-2002 19% 65% 16% 23% 62% 15%
Three Year Average: 21% 63% 17% 26% 58% 16%
Grade 4 Reading 1999-2000 30% 42% 28% 35% 37% 28%
2000-2001 19% 41% 40% 26% 42% 32%
2001-2002 16% 41% 43% 20% 41% 38%
Three Year Average: 22% 41% 37% 27% 40% 33%
Grade 4 Mathematics  1999-2000 32% 57% 10% 38% 51% 11%
2000-2001 33% 53% 14% 38% 51% 12%
2001-2002 29% 57% 14% 34% 53% 13%
Three Year Average: 31% 56% 13% 37% 52% 12%
Grade 6 English 1999-2000 35% 50% 14% 39% 45% 16%
2000-2001 34% 50% 17% 36% 47% 17%
2001-2002 29% 48% 23% 34% 45% 21%
Three Year Average: 33% 49% 18% 36% 46% 18%
Grade 6 Reading 1999-2000 25% 40% 35% 29% 39% 32%
2000-2001 21% 40% 39% 24% 42% 35%
2001-2002 17% 38% 45% 20% 39% 41%
Three Year Average: 21% 39% 40% 24% 40% 36%
Grade 6 Mathematics  1999-2000 34% 50% 16% 34% 49% 17%
2000-2001 31% 53% 15% 31% 52% 17%
2001-2002 32% 49% 20% 31% 48% 21%
Three Year Average: 32% 51% 17% 32% 50% 18%
Grade 8 English 1999-2000 33% 53% 13% 34% 49% 16%
2000-2001 28% 51% 21% 32% 47% 21%
2001-2002 25% 50% 25% 28% 48% 24%
Three Year Average: 29% 51% 20% 31% 48% 20%
Grade 8 Reading 1999-2000 22% 38% 40% 25% 37% 38%
2000-2001 14% 31% 55% 18% 32% 50%
2001-2002 17% 38% 45% 20% 37% 43%
Three Year Average: 18% 36% 47% 21% 35% 44%
Grade 8 Mathematics  1999-2000 45% 44% 11% 46% 43% 11%
2000-2001 35% 54% 11% 41% 48% 10%
2001-2002 35% 52% 14% 34% 50% 15%
Three Year Average: 38% 50% 12% 40% 47% 12%
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Table CF-21

Graduation Test
Percent of 11th Graders Passing Graduation Test on First Administration

Comparison
Component School Year Douglas County Group State

English 1999-2000 93% 95% 94%
2000-2001 94% 95% 94%

2001-2002 95% 96% 95%

Three Year Trend (Change): 1% 0% 0%
Mathematics 1999-2000 90% 92% 90%
2000-2001 91% 92% 91%

2001-2002 90% 92% 91%

Three Year Trend (Change): 0% 0% 1%

Social Studies 1999-2000 80% 86% 83%
2000-2001 78% 83% 80%

2001-2002 83% 86% 82%

Three Year Trend (Change): 0% -1% -1%

Science 1999-2000 2% 76% 71%
2000-2001 69% 2% 68%

2001-2002 73% 75% 72%

Three Year Trend (Change): -1% -2% -1%

All Components Above 1999-2000 69% 73% 68%
2000-2001 66% 69% 65%

2001-2002 69% 73% 69%

Three Year Trend (Change): -1% -1% -1%

Writing 1999-2000 88% 92% 90%
2000-2001 93% 94% 92%

2001-2002 87% 89% 87%

Three Year Trend (Change): 1% 0% 0%

CRTC testing provides a measure of the level of proficiency of students in key subject areas in
grades 4, 6 and 8. In evaluating the three-year average CRTC test scores it can be seen that Douglas
County students scored at or above the state average in the “met standards’ and “exceeded
standards’ categories for al test components except in grade 6 reading (less than the state average
for “met standards’) and in grade 6 mathematics (less than the state average for “exceeded
standards’). Graduation testing provides a final evaluation of competence in five key categories:
English, math, social studies, science, and writing. Looking at the three-year trend, students in
Douglas County taking the State graduation test have performed at averages that correspond closely
with state averages, but below the averages for the state-identified comparable group. In genera, the
annual averages for the county students show little variation over the three-year period.

Private Schools

There are eight private schools in Douglas County; in 1999 there was one private secondary school
in Douglas County, The King's Way Christian School. There are no un-affiliated secondary schools
closer than Atlanta.
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Secondary Education I nstitutions

There are three post secondary institutions offer classes in the Douglas County area:
Carroll Technical Institute

Carroll Technical Institute currently operates out of leased space in Douglas County on Highway 5
and offerstechnical training. Carroll Tech is expected to build a full-time facility in Douglas County
to be completed in the F al of 1994.

Mercer University

Mercer University-Atlanta offers night classes in Douglas County in its leased space on Thomton
Road and Skyview Drive. Mercer offers miscellaneous non-degreed courses at this location.

Georgia State University

Georgia State University offers night classes in Douglas County in various locations including local
High Schools. Georgia State offers miscellaneous non-degreed courses at these locations.

B Librariesand Other Cultural

Opportunities
pp Table CF-22

Douglas County has two facilities or branch Library Facilities - Current Inventory
libraries containing more than 148,000 volumes.

These facilities are both members of the West _
Georgia Regionad Library System, N Square Collec.tlon
headquartered in Carrolton, Ga. In addition to Facility Feet Materials

the Library System, input on library operations

. . . Douglasville Library 20,827 84,188
is provided by the Douglas County Library L : .

Board. The libraries are very popular; between Lithia Springs Library 15,000 60,070
1990 and 2000 circulation increased by 54%,

from 136,840 to 210,149 volumes. Most 35,827 144,258

recently, genealogical studies have been the

fastest growing area of interest at the libraries.

Douglasville Branch

Located at 6810 Selman Drive in Douglasville, the Douglasville Branch Library contains more than
86,000 volumes, including reference books. There are more than 300,000 volumes available through
the West Georgia Regional Library System. The Douglasville Branch Library offers a wide variety
of programs for patrons and area residents including story hours and other programs for children,
tutoring and academic and professional training sessions, seminars, club and organizational
meetings, voter registration, and arts and crafts shows and fairs. There are nine (9) full-time and
seven (7) part-time staff working out of the Douglasville Branch Library.

The Douglasville Branch Library building contains approximately 20,400 square feet including main
display area, staff area and offices, meeting rooms, and one conference room. The facility isin need
of renovation.
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Lithia Springs Branch

In 2001, the Lithia Springs and Douglasville Libraries
were combined into one county system, still a part of the
West Georgia Regional Library System. The Lithia
Springs Branch, located at 7100 Junior High Drive,
contains more than 62,000 volumes, including reference
books. The Lithia Springs Branch offers a wide variety of
programs for patrons and area residents including
meetings, story hours and other programs for children,
group tours, demonstrations, voter registration, and
workshops. There are seven (7) full-time employees and
two (2) part-time employees working out of the Lithia
Springs Branch.

The Lithia Springs branch building contains 18,000 square feet including all facilities.

Library Level of Service

Library facility level of service is measured in terms of facility space, divided by the population
served. For facility space the total square footage of the county libraries is divided by the number of
dwelling units the county to yield alevel of service of in terms of square feet per dwelling unit. This
same procedure is repeated to determine the level of servicein terms of collection volumes.

Table CF-23
Level of Service Calculation

Number of

Existing Existing SF/dwelling
Square Feet Dwelling Units unit

35,827 40,839 0.8773

Existing Number of Collection
Collection Existing Materials/

Materials Dwelling Units dwelling unit

144,258 40,839 3.5324

The current level of service, determined to be adequate to serve the current population, is then used
to calculate the future demand for library facility space and collection materials. In order to maintain
the current level of service to the planning horizon, over 45,000 square feet of library facility space,
and over 183,000 volumes, would be required.
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Table CF-24
Future Demand Calculation

Number of New
SF/dwelling  Dwelling Units
unit (2004-25) SF Demanded

0.8773 51,893 45,524

Collection Number of New  Collection
Materials/ Dwelling Units Materials
dwelling unit (2004-25) Demanded

3.5324 51,893 183,305

These calculations suggest that at least one more major library facility, or several smaller facilities,
will be required in order to maintain the library LOS. In terms of future library sites, the lack of any
library facility south of 1-20 would suggest that the area be the primary focus for future facility
location.

When the Douglasville branch of the West Georgia Regional Library System Carroll County was a
faster growing, higher population county than Douglas. Over the years this situation has changed,
until now Douglas County is experiencing great growth. Over time it may make sense for the
Douglas County libraries to become a stand-alone library system

Cultural Arts Center

The Cultural Arts Center of Douglasville/Douglas County is a non-profit organization dedicated to
the appreciation of the arts in Douglas County. Located at 8652 Campbellton Road, Douglasville, in
the historic Roberts-Mozley House, the Center's 4183 square feet contain five galleries, Museum of
the Historical Society, gift shop, offices, conference rooms, kitchen, and restroom facilities. The
Center has permanent and revolving exhibits and several focus groups meet at the Center including
the Douglas Poets in Focus, the Sweetwater Camera Club, the Douglas County Art Guild, the
Douglas County Writer's Group, the Community Alliance of Stage & Theater, and the Douglas
County Historical Society. The Douglas County Commission, the City of Douglasville, and the
Georgia Council for the Arts support the CAC.

Cherokee Indian Museum

This museum operates the historic Cherokee springs, and contains collections of Cherokee tools,
carved arrowheads, bits of pottery, Civil Ware artifacts 1890's bottles and photographs. The
museum provides guided tours, and educational activities related to medicinal waters, and Cherokee
Indian history. Galleriesfeature pottery, civil war artifacts, bottles and photographs.

Satellite Arts Organizations

Several arts organizations are active in Douglas County, providing awide range of activesfor all age
groups.

C.A.S.T. (Thestre Group)
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Cowboy Poets

Curators’ Club (Arts Center volunteers)
Douglas County Art Guild

Douglas County Connection

Douglas County Cultural Exchange
Douglas County Writers Group

Friends for Arts and Music Education (FAME) of Douglas County
Historical Society of Douglas County
Sweetwater Camera Club

Douglas County Children’s Theater.
Douglas County Poetry Writers

CAC Men's Chorale

B Social Services

Table CF-25
Social Services Facilities

Square
Facility Address Feet Acres
Senior Citizen's Building 6287 Fairburn Road 21,644 0.50
Health Department 6770 Selman Drive 6,887 0.16

Douglas County Family & Children's Services

This department, located at 6218 Hospital Drive, is responsible for rendering required social services
to needy county residents. Family & Children's Services has two (2) main units:

Service Unit

Child and adult maltreatment is handled through referrals and investigations. The goal is to reduce
risks or remove and place in custody (Foster Care Unit). Adult abuse istargeted toward adults unable
to care for themselves.

Eligibility Unit

This unit is responsible for the administration of public assistance, food stamps, AFDC, and
employment programs. Family & Children's Services has approximately 65 staffers.

United Way of Douglas County

The United Way of Douglas County, located at 6299 Fairburn Road, funds a number of charitable
associations. The following United Way funded agencies have programs and/or services operating in
Douglas County: the American Cancer Society, American Red Cross, Big Brothers/Big Sisters, Boy
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Scouts of America, Boys & Girls Club, Camp Fire, Council on Battered Women, The Diabetes
Association, Douglas County Retardation Association, Douglas Senior Services, Epilepsy
Foundation, Families First, Girl Scouts, Metropolitan Atlanta Council on Alcohol & Drugs, The
Salvation Army, Sheltering Arms Child Care Services, and the Visiting Nurse Association. The
United Way is currently addressing five of the seven critical needs identified by the Douglas County
Action Plan including counseling and psychiatric care, parenting issues, substance abuse prevention
and treatment, employment training and literacy, and emergency financial assistance. The United
Way currently has two full-time staff persons who work with Douglas County, Paulding County, and
Fayette County.

Senior Citizens

Douglas Senior Services, a United Way agency, has a facility located at 6287 Fairburn Road.
Services are provided to citizens of Douglas County who are 60 years of age and older. The goal of
the agency isto enhance the quality of life and promote independence among older County residents.
Some of the services provided include nutrition services, home delivered and congregate meals, a
senior center which provides opportunities for socialization and leisure activities, case management,
and community care information and referral connecting clients and their families with a network of
available services. Douglas Senior Services also assists seniors in finding employment. In-home
services, which include homemaker services and chore and repair services, are also available.
Transportation for seniorsto and from key destinations is available through Douglas Senior Services.
Thereis one (1) full-time staff member and 25 part-time staff members who are primarily volunteers.

Health Department

The joint Cobb/Douglas Health Department is responsible for providing out-patient health care to
those unable to afford private care. The 6887 square foot Douglas Branch is located at 6770 Selman
Drive. The Selman Drive Health Center has twenty-nine full-time employees and five part-time
employees. This includes sixteen full time nurses and two part-time nurses in the Health Center and
the Primary Care Center. These facilities do not have any full time doctors on staff; however, a
primary care physician visits the Headth Center four times a week and an OBGYN
(obstetrician/gynecol ogist) visits the Primary Care Center twice a month.

There is a secondary health facility located at 6640-B S. Sweetwater Rd. in Lithia Springs. This
facility is also in critical need of expansion. The Lithia Springs facility provides immunizations,
maternal health care, child health including physicals, and pre-natal case management. This facility
has five (5) full-time and two (2) part-time staff persons.

The Cobb/Douglas Board of Health has identified two (2) primary problems facing Douglas County
in the immediate future. These problems are as follows:

1. Accessto affordable comprehensive health care for dl citizensislacking.

2. Therole of public health will dramatically shift in the current environment of health care reform
and the public health community does not currently have the required capacity to adapt to this
changing direction.

The Health Department also includes the Department of Environmental Health, located in the
County Annex and responsible for providing information on and inspecting septic systems, and the
Mental Heath Department, located at 8378 James Street in Douglasville, responsible for the
assessment of mental health behaviors, evaluation of de-toxification needs, crisis intervention
services, out-patient counseling, group therapy, pharmaceutical services, day treatment progress, care
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management, and supportive employee management. The facility is operated by one (1) full-time and
three (3) part-time staff persons.

Hospitals

Douglas County has two hospitals providing a full range of health care services. The Douglas
General Hospital (100 beds), a member of the Northwest Georgia Health System, is located at 8954
Hospital Drive in Douglasville. Parkway Medical Center (322 beds), a Hospital Corporation of
America (HCA) facility, islocated at 1000 Thornton Road in Lithia Springs.

B Assessment

Community facilities in Douglas County have been expanded and increased services have been
provided to the county residents and employees in a timely manner. However, the increased rate of
growth experienced by the county in the 1990s is forecast to continue into the first decade of the
twenty-first century. In order to remain at the current level of service, this additional growth will
require continuing expansions of current services. Facilities found to be adequate today—such as the
libraries, fire stations, parks, and general government offices—will have to be expanded, or new
facilities added to the system, to maintain that same adequate service delivery level. Where the
County has determined that a level of service greater than that currently seen should be adopted, an
even greater expansion of facilities will be required. In some situations the service in question is
wholly or partially provided through facilities or organizations that are not directly controlled by the
County. In these instances, maintaining the level of service can be carried out in partnership with
those providers, or could be replaced with a public or private provider in the event of a cessation of
services. In either scenario, the County must take a proactive role in the continued delivery of
services, however provided, once a desired level of service has been identified.

In the area of public safety, the current facilities for fire, sheriff, and EM S are deemed to be adequate
for today’s population. In order to remain at this level, additional fire stations, heavy vehicles,
administrative facilities, and personnel will be required. In terms of parks, specific acreage and
devel oped component needs have been identified that would be required in order to maintain today’s
level of service. The libraries in Douglas County are currently below the State recommended
standards for square footage and collection volumes for communities of this size. To meet those
standards, the county will have to invest in certain expansion or new facility projects, as well as
purchase new collection volumes. To maintain those standards, future facility space and collection
materials will be demanded.

In terms of schools, the public system in Douglas has consistently scored above the average on State-
mandated tests. In all areas but the science component of the graduation test, county students have
scored better than the average of comparable counties, and at above the level of students statewide.
Test scores are affected by many factors, including classroom size. In order to maintain the current
classroom sizesin the county, new schools will be demanded as growth continues. However, schools
may be the one type of government facility that is not constantly needed once put in place. Unlike a
fire station, for example, that will always be needed to cover a certain geographic area; a school
serves both a geographic and a demographic element. Changes in demographics—such as smaller
average household sizes—will result in a changing level of demand. For this reason, certain
flexibility can be expected and designed for with public schools. At a point in the future some
schools could be used to meet level of service demands in other service categories, such as parks,
cultural centers, libraries, and sheriff’s precincts.
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8. Transportation

B [ntroduction

Background

Transportation is a critical element of the comprehensive planning process, recognizing that
transportation facilities greatly impact growth patterns and that in turn, development can influence
traffic congestion and accessibility. To be effective, the planning process must consider all modes of
transportation, including vehicles, pedestrian, bicyclists, and transit/ridesharing services.

The Transportation Element addresses mobility needs in unincorporated areas of Douglas County.
Envisioned as a data collection and initial planning phase, the study encompasses thoroughfares,
public transit, bicycle, and pedestrian needs.

During the past 15 years, the population growth in Douglas County has outpaced that of the state and
much of the region. The total county population as of April 2003 was 101,900 (Atlanta Regional
Commission). Asindicated in the Population and Land Use Elements, the projected growth in popu-
lation could double over the next 20 years. While growth provides many positive outcomes for citi-
zens, it has promulgated problems ranging from traffic congestion to lost open space.

The average travel time to work in Douglas County has increased to more than 32 minutes according
to the 2000 Census journey-to-work survey. Overall, the Atlanta region had one of the highest in-
creases in average commute travel times across the nation from 1990 to 2000.

A successful strategy used by many local governmentsisto diversify their transportation investments
to provide choices for citizens and visitors to travel within the region. This Transportation Element
takes an important step toward identifying a diversified multimodal transportation investment pro-
gram to provide safe, efficient, and effective mobility for all citizens and visitors.

Scope

The Atlanta Regional Commission and the Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT), in coop-
eration with the County, currently undertake the majority of Douglas County’s transportation plan-
ning. With the recent formation of its own DOT, Douglas County has begun taking initiatives to rec-
ognize its importance as alink in regional transportation. The tremendous growth patterns over the
past 15 years have outpaced the local improvements in roadway capacity and other modal choices.
By ng the existing conditions and future needs, Douglas County will prepare for longer range
growth within its boundaries and the region overall.

This Transportation Element primarily addresses mobility needs in unincorporated areas of the
County. Some of the data and future improvements are shown on a countywide basis and include
Villa Rica and the City of Douglasville. However, the City of Douglasville has addressed its trans-
portation needs through a separate planning process. The inventory and assessment have been con-
ducted in coordination with the ARC, GDOT, DCA, and other local and state agencies. While the
planning horizon is generally the year 2025, the element also reflects projects and policies included
in Mobility 2030, the draft Atlanta Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). The 2030 RTP has beenin-
troduced to the public in draft form and is expected to be adopted in December 2004. As part of the
new RTP, the regional model has been updated with a draft 2030 scenario that is based on 2000 Cen-
sus data, providing a more accurate snapshot of conditions than the 2025 model, which is based on
1990 data.

Douglas County Comprehensive Plan Public Review Draft, June 2004 8-1



Transportation®

Planning Level Criteriaand Thresholds

The minimum local planning standards for the Transportation Element are identified in Chapter 110-
12-1-.04, Section 6(h) of the Rules of Georgia Department of Community Affairs. As described in
previous sections of the Douglas County Comprehensive Plan update, the DCA has established
thresholds of standards by population total and/or growth rate. With a population greater than
50,000 and with a growth rate greater than 1.5% over the past decade, Douglas County meets the
threshold for Advanced Planning Level. Accordingly, the minimum standards for transportation in-
clude specific requirements for the Advanced Planning Level. To better define the new transporta-
tion requirements that became effective on January 1, 2004, the ARC prepared A Practical Guide for
Fulfilling the Transportation Element for Cities and Counties in the Atlanta Region. All 10 counties
within the region meet the Advanced Planning Level threshold.

The scope for the Douglas County Transportation Element was prepared and undertaken based on
consultation with transportation planning, modeling, and coordinated planning staff at the ARC, as
well as assigned review staff with the DCA. The minimum standards and the ARC guidelines offer
genera advice and data sources. Each transportation element is tailored to address the unique char-
acteristics of its respective local jurisdiction in terms of land use, growth, available data, facilities,
and services.

In the case of Douglas County, this Transportation Element comes at a time of great transition. A
new DOT has formed and become actively involved in county and regional transportation initiatives.
Y et, there is no current transportation plan in place from which to draw the findings and recommen-
dations. Accordingly, data collection and assessment have been conducted with atwo-fold purpose:
to address the minimum planning standards and to serve as Phase 1 of a Comprehensive Transporta
tion Plan (CTP). With funding from the ARC, Douglas County will continue the CTP process after
adoption of the comprehensive plan update. The next phase of the CTP will enable more rigorous
analysis of conditions and alternatives, additional public input, longer-range policy decisions, and
use of the final 2030 RTP model.
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Section | Inventory of Existing Conditions

The intent of the transportation inventory is to establish a baseline understanding of the existing
roadway network, transit program and other services, available modes, and safety or capacity needs.
From the inventory, determinations of future needs can be made based on the growth projected in the
Land Use Element.

The scope for the transportation inventory included the following steps:

= Researching and downloading of files from ARC, GDOT, and the U.S. Bureau of the
Census.

= Coordination with Douglas County and Douglasville representatives to discuss transpor-
tation and land use issues.

= Telephone interviews with representatives of GDOT other state agencies including the
Georgia Emergency Management Agency (GEMA).

» Field reconnaissance throughout unincorporated Douglas County, consisting of a team
of transportation professionals who drove along major routes to record locations and/or
conditions of sidewalks, signals, signage, parking, and other features. Particular attention
was given to conditions at school locations as a major trip generator with unique safety
and traffic concerns. In addition, land uses and traffic conditions were observed on arte-
rialsjust outside county limits to review their influence on the roadway network.

»  Downloading and set-up of the ARC’s 2030 model, which has been developed in TP+
software for use by local jurisdictionsto assist in transportation planning. The model in-
cludes existing (2004) conditions for the roadway network and other modes where appli-
cable.

= Review of current and recent transportation studies within the county, including the
1990 transportation plan and ongoing corridor studies.

The inventory results were developed into spreadsheet files and GIS layers, providing a basis for
both the assessment of needs in the Transportation Element and more detailed analysis in the next
phase of the CTP. For this purpose, some categories of inventory included countywide data; how-
ever, the assessment of existing and future needs within the City of Douglasville has been conducted
in a separate Transportation Element. The summary of existing conditions follows by subsection.

B Roadway Classificationsand Inventory

A network of streets and highways provides access to/through or circulation within Douglas County.
A road’s function is an important parameter in planning for improvements to the roadway network.
Function trangates into appropriate design features such as right-of-way needs and the maximum
density for curb cuts or at-grade intersections.

Roads are designated into one of the following four classifications: freeway, arterial, collector or lo-
cal. These classifications are described in subsequent sections, and a detailed inventory isincluded
as Table TA-1 in the Transportation Appendix (TA). The inventory data include name, functional
classification, lanes, and jurisdiction.
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Freeways

Freeways are limited access, multi-lane, divided roadways, permitting high speed traffic. Douglas County
is served by one freeway, 1-20. 1-20 spans the entire east-west length of the County, approximately 18
miles, with access at the following seven interchanges.

=  Exit 44 — SR 6 (Thornton Road)

» Exit4l1 — Lee Road

= EXit 37 — SR 92 (Fairburn Road)

= Exit 36 — Chapel Hill Road / Campbellton Street
=  Exit 34 — SR 5 (Bill Arp Road)

= Exit 30 — Post Road

= Exit 26 — Liberty Road

Additional regional access is provided via US 78 (Bankhead Highway), which runs generaly parallel to
and north of 1-20.

Arterials

The principal function of arterial roads is to move traffic through an area, although they also provide ac-
cess to and from cross streets and private driveways. Most of the County’s arterial roads interchange di-
rectly or indirectly with 1-20.

In evaluating and planning alocal transportation system, it is advantageous to split arterial roads into two
subgroups: major and minor arterials. Major arterials serve longer distance trips, offer dightly higher av-
erage travel speeds and generally accommodate higher volumes of traffic in comparison with minor arte-
rials. Minor arterials typically have cross streets and driveways spaced closer together than their major
arterial counterparts. Average travel speeds are lower and they generally carry lower volumes of traffic.
In this classification, the facilities provide for through traffic but the function begins to include more col-
lection and distribution to local collector roads.

Major arterialsinclude the following State Routes:
= SR 92/Dalas Highway
= SR 5/BIill Arp Road
= SR 6/C.H. James Parkway
= SR 166

These major routes within Douglas County run in the east-west direction with many connections to major
and minor thoroughfares that facilitate movement and provide access throughout the entire region. In
addition, magjor and minor arterials connect collectors and local roads to the state, US, and interstate
routes. Among the other arterials are the following:

» Chapel Hill Road
= Central Church Road

» Liberty Road
= Post Road
»  Tyree Road
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* BigA Road
= Cedar Mountain Road/Chicago Avenue
= Main Road

»= Bright Star Road

= Campbellton Street

* LeeRoad

= Burnt Hickory Road

= Sweetwater/Mt. Vernon Road

=  Pool Road

= Ephesus Church
= S Flat Rock

= Dorris Road

= KingsHighway
Collectors

The primary purpose of collector streetsis to provide access to adjacent properties and circulation within
residential, commercial and industrial areas. A collector street system collects traffic from local streetsin
residential areas, major activity centers, and central business districts (CBD) and carries the traffic to an
arterial highway system. Moreover, collector streets provide access to private property and abutting land.
Average travel speedsin urban areas are typically in the 25 to 35 miles per hour range. Outside the urban-
ized portion of the County, average travel speeds may be much higher as the intensity of land use dimin-
ishes and intersection conflicts drop.

Outside of the urbanized area, collectors typically are not broken into major and minor facilities. There
are alarge number of collectors serving the rural areas of the County.

L ocal Roads

The main purpose of alocal road isto provide access to abutting land and connection to collector streets.
These streets provide direct access to properties, both residential and commercial/industrial. They are
two-lane facilities that may permit parking on one or both sides, and are characterized by frequent drive-
way cuts and slow speeds. All roads not classified as collectors or arterials are considered to be local
streets.

m Traffic Volumes

The volume of traffic on a given roadway is an important indicator to determine traffic patterns,
growth, and the degree to which the facility is accommodating the vehicles. Common methods to
consider the volumes are peak hour or an average 24-hour period. For purposes of the Transporta-
tion Element, volumes are shown as annual average daily traffic (ADT) on a given roadway segment.
While traffic counts by electronic devices or personal recording are useful in a more detailed, micro-
scale analysis, the volumes throughout the network are estimated in the ARC model. The draft RTP
model provides the ADT estimates for 2004, as shown in the Existing Model Volumes figure. The
design volume capacity is an indicator of a road’s ability to carry traffic and is a combination

Douglas County Public Review Draft, June 2004 8-5



Transportation®

laneage, speed limit, and other factors. There are average or “rule of thumb” capacities such as
8,000 vehicles per lane for major arterials. Design volume capacity also is from the RTP model, as
listed in Table TA-2 (see figure titled Existing Model Roadway Capacity and Number of Lanes). In
addition, the GDOT Traffic Count program includes annual ADT estimates based on counts. Table
TA-2 includes 2002 ADT volumes for state and federal routes.

Programmed | mprovements

As one of 10 member counties within the Atlanta Regional Commission, Douglas County partici-
pates in the project development process through the ARC’s Transportation Improvement Program
(TIP). Updated annually, the currently adopted TIP is for 2003-2005. A January 2004 report from
ARC, Breaking Ground 2003, provides an update on the status of the 2003-2005 TIP. The status
was defined as one of the following categories: a Livable Centers Initiative (LCI) implementation
phase or projects underway, delayed, or dropped from the current program. Most of the listed pro-
jects in the county are sponsored by the City of Douglasville and are listed here for informational
purposes. Within Douglas County, the following projects are identified:

LCI Implementation

City of Douglasville Pedestrian Enhancement—plan of sidewalk improvements in down-
town Douglasville; design and construction currently funded.

Projects Underway (during FY 2003-2004)

Transportation Center—construction of the County’s new multi-modal Transportation Cen-
ter and park-and —ride lot.

Transit Support—funding for the Georgia Department of Human Resources for elderly
transit services and for the City of Douglasville for the purchase of alternative fuel vans.

Chapel Hill Road Bicycle/Pedestrian facility—design and construction for a segment within
Douglasville from 1-20 to Reservoir Drive.

Projects Delayed (funds to be reallocated during FY 2004-2005)

Right-of-way phase—acquisition of right-of-way for GDOT improvements on Liberty Road
and SR 166; the extension of Douglas Boulevard and realignment of SR 92.

Douglas County Comprehensive Plan Public Review Draft, June 2004



ETransportation

» Bicycle/Pedestrian projects—design and construction for facilities along Fairburn Road,
Malone Street, Rose Avenue, and Douglas Boulevard.

Projects Dropped

= None

The TIP projects are funded by a combination of federal, state, and local commitments.
B Safety and Maintenance

Accident History

Based on statistics provided by the GDOT Office of Traffic Safety and Design, 12,816 crashes were re-
corded within Douglas County during the three-year period from January 1, 2000 through December 31,
2002. As aresult, two fatalities and 5,228 injuries occurred. The top twenty Douglas County accident
locations were ranked by crash frequency. These locations are identified in the Existing Safety and Main-
tenance Conditions figure and listed in Table 8-1. In general, most intersections with higher crash fre-
guencies did not have traffic signals. Locations identified with traffic signals and high crash frequency
also were locations where congestion often exists. A direct relationship exists between traffic congestion
and crash rates, providing impetus to ongoing efforts to provide adequate funding for transportation pro-
jects that minimize traffic congestion.
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Table 8-1

Crash Frequency Data
Douglas County

Manner of Collision®

3-

Mile # of Year

Rank Route Post Crashes 1 2 3 4 5 6 Ave
1 SR 5 12.82 219 80 3 105 27 1 3 73
2 SR 6 3.01 212 45 6 138 18 0 5 70.7
3 CR 153 0.73 177 62 1 87 23 2 2 59
4 SR 6 2.15 173 55 8 78 22 1 9 57.7
5 I-20 (SR 402) 9.06 167 37 1 106 14 1 8 55.7
6 SR 5 23.53 159 39 7 101 9 1 2 53
7 1-20 (SR 402) 12.36 155 44 2 95 12 0 2 51.7
8 1-20 (SR 402) 9.52 155 25 1 117 0 4 51.7
9 SR 92 10.25 134 58 5 55 9 1 6 44.7
10 SR 6 3.3 113 40 1 53 18 0 1 37.7
11 SR 92 9.97 101 37 2 49 9 1 3 33.7
12 SR 92 9.61 92 56 1 25 6 2 2 30.7
13 SR 6 3.84 88 29 1 41 15 0 2 29.3
14 I-20 (SR 402) 18.99 86 8 0 41 25 0 12 28.7
15 1-20 (SR 402) 11.9 85 37 2 35 2 2 28.3
16 SR 5 12.66 78 29 0 40 0 2 26
17 1-20 (SR 402) 18.6 76 3 1 42 22 0 8 25.3
18 SR 8 8.33 72 28 1 41 0 2 24
19 I-20 (SR 402) 12.02 71 11 0 56 0 3 23.7
20 SR 92 9.17 70 49 0 13 0 2 23.3

"Manner of Collision: 1 = Angle, 2 = Head On, 3 = Rear End, 4 = Sideswipe Same Direction,
5 = Sideswipe Opposite Direction, 6 = Not With Motor Vehicle

As would be expected, 1-20 accounts for a substantial percentage of the top 20 accident locations, due
primarily to the much higher total volume and the congested conditions that have occurred on the freeway
and itsinterchanges. Excluding the I-20 segments, all but four of the top 20 crash frequency locations are
within the Douglasville city limits and thus would be evaluated separately. The highest crash frequency
locations in unincorporated Douglas County are highlighted in gray and described below.

SR 6 (Thornton Road) — Of the four milepostsidentified along this route, two of them are approaching |-
20 at Exit 44. One milepost isjust south of Factory Shoals Road, while the fourth is the intersection with
Bankhead Highway. In all four cases, the prevailing manners of collision have been rear end and angle.
Rear end accidents are indicative of stop-and-go conditions and sight distance problems at driveways and
unsignalized intersections. Similarly, angle collisions typically are indicative of attempted turns into un-
signalized intersections and sight-distance problems.

Ranking intersections by crash frequency is one method of identifying high crash locations, yet it is aso
important to consider crash rates (number of crashes per 100 million entering vehicles) when searching
for high crash locations. Such a comparison would likely reduce the apparent severity of 1-20 conditions.
More rigorous analysis of crash data countywide will be part of the scope in Phase 2 of the CTP. By tak-
ing into account the volume of vehicles in the time surveyed, a rate can be calculated. By using rates,
new locations can be identified as high crash locations.
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Evacuation Routes

Evacuation routes are designated to carry traffic from Douglas County to an incident-specific destination
in the event that the entire county or region is evacuated due to severe weather, hazardous materials leak,
or other large-scale emergency. Such an event, though not on record as occurring in recent years, would
require clear signage and adequate facilities to handle the extremely high volumes of traffic. Evacuation
routes and procedures are set by the Georgia Emergency Management Agency (GEMA).

According to GEMA representatives, the primary evacuation route in Douglas County is 1-20, which also
would serve the same role for other counties. In addition, SR 166, Chapel Hill Road, and Bill Arp Road
(SR 5) are designated as evacuation routes (shown on Existing Safety and Maintenance Conditions). One
route includes leaving Cobb County, traveling into Douglas County to SR 5. From SR 5, one route fol-
lows Bankhead Highway (US 78) into Carroll County. The other routes leave Fulton and Douglas by
traveling 1-20. Exits at Chapel Hill Road or SR 5 will lead to SR 166 and into Carroll County.

Bridge Inventory

Bridges are critical links in the roadway network and in the consideration of safety and capacity. The
GDOT Bridge Maintenance Office conducts periodic inspections on structures and prepares a Bridge
Conditions Report every two years. The report includes a National Bridge Inspection rating known as the
sufficiency rating. On arange of 0 to 100, a bridge is considered deficient and in need of rehabilita-
tion/replacement when its score is 50 or below. Ancther indicator is the age of a structure. While the age
alone does not determine a bridge' s condition, most structures are designed for a 50-year life. The bridge
inventory was obtained from GDOT for Douglas County, as shown in Table TA-3. The inventory in-
cludeslocation, facility type, size, length, year built, and sufficiency rating.

Table 8-2 summarizes the structures (countywide) that either have a sufficiency rating at 50 or below,
those structures approaching or exceeding 50 years in age, and those structures located on a designated
evacuation route (for informational purposes regardless of rating).

Three bridges, highlighted in bold text, are considered deficient: Anneewakee Creek Road at Annee-
wakee Creek, West Tyson Road at Keaton Creek Tributary, and Stockmar Road at Mud Creek (see Exist-
ing Safety and Maintenance Conditions figure). Post Road at Dog River has a score of 52.4 and is cur-
rently 53 years old. Eight additional structures are approaching or exceeding 50 years in age. Three of
those eight structures are located on segments SR 5 or SR 166 that are designated evacuation routes.

Douglas County Public Review Draft, June 2004 8-9



Transportation®

Table 8-2
Existing Bridges of Concern
Douglas County
Year Sufficiency

Facility Carried Feature Intersected Built Rating

Bill Arp Road Hurricane Creek 1956 98.20

Bill Arp Road Hurricane Creek Tributary 1956 98.20

Bill Arp Road Dog River 1998 96.40

1964/

State Route 5 Interstate 20 1974 71.77
State Route 61 Mud Creek 1937 90.62
State Route 166 Dog River 1956 75.67
State Route 166 Bear Creek 1957 66.26
State Route 166 Anneewakee Creek 1957 73.90
State Route 166 Chattahoochee River 1984 82.03

Interstate 20 (East) Keaton Creek 1974 93.10
Interstate 20 (West) Keaton Creek 1974 93.10
Interstate 20 Keaton Creek Tributary 1974 88.19
Interstate 20 (East) Mobley Creek 1974 92.29
Interstate 20 (West) Mobley Creek 1974 92.29
Interstate 20 Beaver Run Creek 1962 85.00
1962/19
Interstate 20 Sweetwater Creek 79 67.10
Anneewakee Creek Road Anneewakee Creek 1963 49.57
Bridge Road Sweetwater Creek Tributary 1958 64.40
Lee Road Beaver Run Creek 1958 87.52
Chapel Hill Road Anneewakee Creek 1949 85.49
Chapel Hill Road Interstate 20 & 1-20 Ramp 1995 91.30
Mason Creek Road Mobley Creek Tributary 1936 65.73
West Tyson Road Keaton Creek Tributary 1956 6.57
Stockmar Road Mud Creek 1950 16.04
Post Road Dog River 1951 52.40
Source:GDOT Bridge Maintenance Office, April 2004.

Local Maintenance Activities

Preservation of the County’s existing system of roads and bridges is an integral part of the transportation
plan. The current maintenance program includes such activities as: road repairs; signal repairs; sign up-
keep and visibility, drainage repair, and even minor improvements for traffic control at intersections. Re-
cently, atraffic calming program was added to the list of transportation services provided by the County
under its maintenance program. Douglas County has implemented local maintenance activities and other
transportation initiatives through its Special Purpose Local Option Sales Tax (SPLOST) program. The
approximate SPLOST budget is $41,055,000, to be divided among Douglas County, Douglasville, and
VillaRica

The SPLOST program has enabled the County to make progress on some of the highest maintenance pri-
orities. Overall, the existing pavement conditions have been the primary funding priority, with 86 miles
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of resurfacing completed or underway. Remaining funds have been available to undertake seven intersec-
tion projects, drainage projects, and a study of short-term (operational) and longer-term (enhance-
ment/capacity) improvements on Chapel Hill and Stewart Mill Roads.

In addition, GDOT maintains an inventory of pavement conditions that classifies state routes according to
atrigger value. A “project rating” of 70 or below is the trigger value to indicate a maintenance need.
Roads that have a project rating less than 71 are identified as pavement problem areas or poor pavement
conditions. The data collection period extends from September of 1986 to October of 2002. After athor-
ough analysis, five roads were identified with low project ratings for several sections of the road. Below
isalist of the five roads:

= Bankhead Highway/Interstate 78

= Bill Arp Road

= Dallas Highway/Willoughby Road
= Dallas Road/Fairburn Road

» SR 166/Campbellton Road

»  Thornton Road

Among the five roads, Bill Arp Road has the longest section of pavement that is classified with a project
rating of lessthan 71.

B Signalization and Signage

Signage

Efficient travel can be affected significantly by the adequacy of signs and traffic signals. A physica in-
ventory was conducted in Spring 2004 to determine the types and locations of signs and the locations of
traffic signals throughout Douglas County.

The inventory of signage is not intended to serve as an exhaustive list, but rather as a comprehensive re-
view of the types of signs, their typical locations and features, and observed deficiencies. The results of
the inventory are shown in Table 8-3.
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Table 8-3

Sign Inventory
Douglas County

Route Name Side Street Sign Function Problem Description
SR 5 (Bill Arp . Regulatory & o - .
Rd) Bill Arp E.S. Guide Signs Limited use and visibility of school zone signs
Dorsett Shoals Dorsett Shoals E.S. Reg_ulato_ry & Limited use and visibility of school zone signs
Rd Guide Signs
; Regulatory & . I .
Kings Hwy Yeager M.S. Guide Signs Limited use and visibility of school zone signs
: Regulatory & . I .
Parkway South Arbor Station E.S. Guide Signs Limited use and visibility of school zone signs
Regulatory & - .
Pope Rd Chestnut Log M.S. Guide Signs Limited use of school zone signs
Duralee Ln Eastside E.S. Regulatqry & Poor use and visibility of school signs and school zone signs
Guide Signs
Connally Dr Burnett E.S. Reg_ulato_ry & No use of school signs or school zone signs
Guide Signs
SR8/US 78 Burnt Hickory Rd Guide Signs No use of street name signs
Burnt Hickory Rd Railroad Crossing Warning Sign Limited use and visibility of RR crossing signs
. ) Regulatory & - . )
Florence Dr Lithia Springs E.S. Guide Signs Poor use and visibility of school signs and school zone signs
Skyview Dr Maxham Rd Guide Signs Limited use and poor visibility of street name signs
Lee Rd Ride Share Facility Guide Signs Limited use and poor visibility of Ride Share Facility signs
Duralee Ln Crossroads M.S. %i?géaggyng‘ Poor use and visibility of school signs and school zone signs
Old Lower River New Manchester E.S. Reg_ulato_ry & No use of school zone signs and limited visibility of school signs
Rd Guide Signs
Post Rd Ride Share Facility Guide Signs Limited use and poor visibility of Ride Share Facility signs
Thornton Rd Ride Share Facility Guide Signs Limited use and poor visibility of Ride Share Facility signs
Douglas County
Dorris Rd Transportation Center Guide Signs Limited use and poor visibility of Transportation Center signs
SR 5 (Bill Arp Regulatory &
Rd) Bill Arp E.S. Guide Signs Limited use and visibility of school zone signs
Dorsett Shoals Regulatory &
Rd Dorsett Shoals E.S. Guide Signs Limited use and visibility of school zone signs
Regulatory &
Kings Hwy Yeager M.S. Guide Signs Limited use and visibility of school zone signs
Regulatory &
Parkway South Arbor Station E.S. Guide Signs Limited use and visibility of school zone signs
Regulatory &
Pope Rd Chestnut Log M.S. Guide Signs Limited use of school zone signs
Regulatory &
Duralee Ln Eastside E.S. Guide Signs Poor use and visibility of school signs and school zone signs
Regulatory &
Connally Dr Burnett E.S. Guide Signs No use of school signs or school zone signs
SR8/US 78 Burnt Hickory Rd Guide Signs No use of street name signs
Burnt Hickory Rd Railroad Crossing Warning Sign Limited use and visibility of RR crossing signs
Regulatory &
Florence Dr Lithia Springs E.S. Guide Signs Poor use and visibility of school signs and school zone signs
Skyview Dr Maxham Rd Guide Signs Limited use and poor visibility of street name signs
Lee Rd Ride Share Facility Guide Signs Limited use and poor visibility of Ride Share Facility signs
Regulatory &
Duralee Ln Crossroads M.S. Guide Signs Poor use and visibility of school signs and school zone signs
Old Lower River Regulatory &
Rd New Manchester E.S. Guide Signs No use of school zone signs and limited visibility of school signs
Post Rd Ride Share Facility Guide Signs Limited use and poor visibility of Ride Share Facility signs
Thornton Rd Ride Share Facility Guide Signs Limited use and poor visibility of Ride Share Facility signs
Dorris Rd Douglas County Transportation Guide Signs Limited use and poor visibility of Transportation Center signs

Center

Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., 2004.
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Overall, the guide signs for 1-20 access and major arterials are efficient and highly visible. However,
guide signs and street signs on arterials and collectors are in some locations too small, obscured, or miss-
ing, limiting a driver’s ability to make safe and efficient decisions. Some school zones have inadequate
signs, and existing railroad crossing signs have limited visibility.

Signalization

Traffic signals are crucia to maintaining efficiency and safety in an urban road network. The GDOT
Traffic Operations and Maintenance Office has responsibility for signals on state routes, including a data-
base of existing signal locations. Countywide database records of state signal locations were obtained and
supplemented with a physical inventory of signals throughout unincorporated areas. Douglas County has
more than 75 signals, most of which are located within the City of Douglasville limits. The signals are
illustrated on the Sgnal Locations figure and listed in Table TA-4.

Intelligent Transportation System (ITS)

Intelligent transportation systems (ITS) are the application of a vast array of technologically advanced
systems that impact the existing surface transportation system. Some of the technology used in ITS in-
clude communications, sensors, and computers. Ultimately, the goal of ITS is to maximize the perform-
ance of the existing transportation infrastructure to facilitate safer, quicker travel and enhanced mobility
for the public. Potential benefits of ITS include improved traffic flow, traveler information, air quality,
faster delivery of goods, and reduced travel times.

The drive to implement an ITS in Atlanta was motivated by the 1996 Summer Olympics which began
planning in 1991 on a statewide Intelligent Transportation System. Today this system is known as the
“NAVIGATOR”. The NAVIGATOR uses cameras and video detection to detect traffic incidents and
report real time data to the traveling public that enables informed choices about transportation options.
The NAVIGATOR links to a Transportation Management Center (TMC) in order to properly manage this
system. Other such systems include the Highway Emergency Response Operators (HERQOS), camera sur-
veillance, information kiosks, demonstration hand-held navigation devices, demonstration of on-board
navigation, and automated vehicle locators on transit buses. Currently the key elements of ITS in the At-
lanta region (10-county metro area) include: Traffic signal control, Freeway management, maor arterial
management, Transit management, Incident management, Traveler information, Electronic toll collection
and emergency response. Currently, Douglas County does not have any Intelligent Transportation Sys-
tems with the exception of fiber optic loops utilized by the school board.
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B Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities

Currently there are no dedicated on-road or off-road bicycle facilities or multi-use trails in unincor-
porated Douglas County. Some of the newer subdivisions are including sidewalks as amenities to
enhance circulation and community ambiance. While sidewalks are a concern and a transportation
goal, local funding has not been available due to the enormous task of addressing the pavement defi-
ciencies throughout the county. In the newly adopted Unified Development Code (UDC), sidewalks
are required along any public right-of-way. In addition, non-residential character areas require inter-
nal connections and linkages, and emphasize the integration of the development into the overal cir-
culation pattern of the county. Greater emphasis on pedestrian and bicycle circulation is expected in
the county in the future.

Existing land-use practices contribute to why sidewalks are not considered to be a legitimate means
for trip making purposes. Buildings that house many of the County’s service businesses, large em-
ployers and shopping centers are set-back a lengthy distance from the street such that individuals are
discouraged from walking between places, even when they are located in neighboring parcels. More-
over, there are busy driveways and parking lots that pedestrians frequently navigate through or ma-
neuver around to avoid conflicts with motorists. Both the building set-backs and the degree to which
property layouts acquiesce to motor vehicle access present obstacles for pedestrians. This problem
also has been addressed within the Land Use Element of this Plan and the new UDC. As mentioned
earlier, sidewalks and/or other non-motorized linkages will be required as part any new devel opment
within Douglas County. Land use patterns have also been greatly modified to facilitate more com-
pact development in “village” or “center” configurations. In many character areas, public gathering
spaces, a“ street-side” orientation and parking to the side or rear of afacility are encouraged.

An inventory of sidewalks was conducted at public schools, town and activity centers, and transit
stations/stops. Overall, those specific uses have very little in the way of existing sidewalks. In par-
ticular, sidewalks are an important component of school transportation, if the facilities are safe and
accessible from residential areas in the same school zone. A review of conditions at 32 public
schoolsin Douglas County indicates that 13 of the 32 have sidewalks, ranging in length from 70 feet
to half amile. A common problem is that the sidewalks extend only along the school property for
the most part, leaving gaps to reach the nearby students (depending on age/grade) who otherwise
could walk. Only Douglas County High School has a bike trail, located along Selman Avenue. The
results of the inventory are shown in Table TA-5.

Based on coordination with the Douglas County Parks and Recreation Department, none of the
county’s parks yet have recreational trails or a defined greenway corridor. Douglas County has cre-
ated a Greenspace and Trail Alliance to begin planning for corridor locations and passive recrea-
tiona trails, including the Dog River Park area. The organizational meeting was held in June 2004.

The Georgia Department of Transportation has designated a network of on-street bicycle routes
(BIKE GA 2002). Within this network, Route 15 crosses through Douglas County. Named the Cen-
tral Route Corridor, it extends north-south from Acworth to Florida for atotal length of 327 miles.
As shown on the Multi-Modal Improvements figure, Route 15 includes 10.8 miles through Douglas
County. Aspart of the state’ s overall bicycle plan, the network provides areference for cyclists (i.e.,
share the road) but is not indicative of designated bicycle lanes. In the case of Douglas County,
Route 15 consists of segments of the following roads: North Sweetwater Road, Sweetwater Road
South, Mt. Vernon Road, and SR 92 / SR 166. While this route is suitable for bicyclists and is near
features such as Sweetwater Creek, the existing pavement conditions along portions are not ideal.
Some segments need rehabilitation, while rumble strips are evident along shoulders or intersections.
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In coordination with the Douglas County DOT, a review of significant parking facilities was con-
ducted. The inventory of spaces at park-and-ride lots is shown in Table 8-4. The lots are located

primarily along 1-20 and at the new Transportation Center off Hospital Drive.

Table 8-4
Park-and-Ride Lots
Douglas County

Number of
Location Spaces
I-20 & Lee Road 145
I-20 & Thornton Road 116
I-20 & Post Road 79
8800 Dorris Road (Douglas County Transportation Center) 300
Total 640

Source: Obtained from 2003 Georgia Transit Programs Fact Book

The County has identified three other significant parking facilities, as shown in Table 8-5.

Table 8-5
Significant Parking Facilities
Douglas County

Location # of Spaces
Arbor Place Mall 6,500
Douglas County Courthouse 585
Douglas County Transportation Center 600
Total 7,685

Source: Douglas County DOT, 2004.

B Public Transportation

No mass transit system currently exists in Douglas County, as of spring 2004. The existing paratran-
Sit services primarily consist of a Rideshare Program established in 1986. The Rideshare program is
a commuter based program that consists of vanpools and carpool-matching, using the park-and-ride
lots previously described. The vanpool service operates Monday through Friday from 6:00 am to
7:00 am and 3:45 pm to 5:00 pm. A published schedule online indicates 24 routes that cover magjor

employment destinations.
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Douglas County Rideshare Program

Rideshare is a commute aternative program that facilitates the operation and provision of commuting
options to the residents of Douglas County. Specifically, Rideshare provides alternatives to the single-
occupant vehicle by operating work-trip vanpools, providing carpool matching assistance, and building
and maintaining commuter facilities. Rideshare is a department of the Douglas County Government, and
is governed by the Douglas County Board of Commissioners.
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Currently, Rideshare operates 24 daily vanpools to work locations within the Atlanta metropolitan area.
Vanpool participants meet at a designated point in Douglas County in the morning and are driven to or
near their work location. In the afternoon, participants are picked up at or near their work location and
driven back to the designated point. Van drivers are volunteers who drive in lieu of paying the monthly
vanpooling fare. The average current monthly fare is approximately $58.

Bus Service

Thereis no regularly scheduled, fixed-route bus service operating in Douglas County. Douglas County is
working with the Georgia Regional Transportation Authority (GRTA) to begin an express bus service in
the summer of 2004 from Douglasville to Atlanta. According to GRTA’s Regiona Transit Action Plan,
the express bus route (XPRESS) will start July 6, 2004 and will be known as Route 460. The route will
run starting from the Park and Ride lot at the Douglas Transportation Center (Multi-Modal Center) to
Downtown. GRTA has defined three total stops, two of which are in the downtown Atlanta area. The
fourth stop, which is the year 2 extension at Arbor Place Mall, will be the starting point once it is com-
pleted. The route schedule will be designated at a later date. Tentatively, the schedule will include a 30
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minute gap between buses which will run Monday — Friday from 5:30 am to 9:30 pm. Moreover, GRTA
has planned two additional routes for Douglas County. These two routes include Douglasville to Cum-
berland and Douglasville to the Hartsfield- Jackson Atlanta International Airport

B Railroadsand Airports

There is no rail passenger service in Douglas County. Inter-city rail passenger service in the Atlanta
areais operated by Amtrak. The Amtrak line passes through the County, but does not stop. Norfolk
Southern operates freight service through one corridor in the County, parallel to US 78. This line
connects downtown Atlanta to Birmingham, Alabama and serves both freight and passenger move-
ment. There are no stations located within the County for either of the uses. Norfolk Southern’s
freight service has a mgjor intermodal hub in the Cobb County portion of Austell, which includes a
major railroad switching yard and truck terminals for transfers of freight for regional truck deliveries.

The only air facility in Douglas County is a small, private airfield located in the north part of the
County. Stockmar Airfield is nominal and accommodates only small aircraft. This airfield is not
part of the Georgia Airport System Plan. Fulton County Airport is located approximately 15 — 20
minutes outside of Douglas County, with access from [-20 and Bankhead Highway. From 1-20 and
[-285, Douglas County also is located within approximately 30 — 40 minutes of Hartsfield-Jackson
AtlantaInternational Airport.
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Section I1. Assessment of Current and Future
Transportation Needs

B Assessment of the Road Network

Adequacy of Transportation Facilitiesand Services

In adetailed corridor or sub-area transportation study, a number of factors determine the level-of-service
on a particular section of road. These include: accident experience; driver maneuverability; sight dis-
tance; pavement condition; and the amount of delay. In the comprehensive plan, however, the evaluation
process is simplified. In this study, the County’ s road system was evaluated to determine if the number of
through-lanes on a specific facility is sufficient to accommodate the amount of traffic on the road at an
acceptable level-of -service.

Levels-of-service (LOS) were calculated for segments by calculating the ratio of daily traffic volume to
the segment’s equivalent daily capacity. Levels-of-service are indicated by letter grades, A-F, which are
assigned to each link in accordance with its computed volume to capacity ratio.

At one extreme, LOS “A” signifies that motorists travel with little or no delay and have room to maneu-
ver as they approach an intersection at the downstream end of a segment. At the other extreme, LOS“E”
denotes that the volume of traffic is approaching the capacity threshold. LOS “E” is characterized by low
average speeds, delay at intersections and little room to maneuver. Below LOS“E” isLOS“F’. LOS“F”
conditions occur when more traffic attempts to pass through an intersection or section of road than the
intersection or segment are designed to accommodate. These points or short sections are referred to as
bottlenecks. LOS “F” conditions are characterized by long delays between intersections, low average
speeds and little room to maneuver.

For purposes this Transportation Element, Douglas County has followed the thresholds used in the draft
RTP model, which are calculated as the ratio of volume to capacity (V/C) for agiven roadway segment. A
roadway is considered saturated when the volumes equals the road’ s capacity to handle traffic, shown as
1.0 or greater. In the RTP model, the following V/C thresholds apply: .00to .55isLOS A/B, .55t0 .77
isLOSC, .77t0.93isLOSD, .93t01.0isLOSE, and 1.0 or greater isLOS F. Proposed improvements
are intended to provide LOS D or better conditions in their design year (usually 20 years). During Phase
2 of the CTP, Douglas County will further evaluate levels of service and appropriate thresholds for im-
provements.

Based on the modeled 2004 conditions from ARC (see figure, Existing Model Volume/Capacity Ratios),
levels-of-service for major roadway segments in Douglas County are indicated in Table TA-6. Those
linkswith an LOS of E or F are shown in Table 8-6.

8-18 Douglas County Comprehensive Plan Public Review Draft, June
2004



ETransportation

Table 8-6
2004 Level of Service — Congested Segments
Douglas County

Roadway Name From/ To 2004 LOS

Dorris Road To Cedar Mountain Road 0.97 (E)

GA Highway 5 (Rose Ave.) From 1-20 to Douglas Blvd. 0.99 (E)

US 78 (Bankhead Highway) From Rose Ave. to Chapel Hill Road 1.03 (F)

GA Highway 92 (Dallas Highway) From Brown Street to Forrest Ave. 0.97-1.24 (Eor F)
GA Highway 92 (Dallas Highway) From 1-20 to Chapel Hill Road 0.97-1.05 (E or F)
Interstate 20 Parallel to Timberland Drive 1.02 (F)
E;;:gllr—tl)lgrhr:/vsg?Z and 166 rl;rgtrtr(]) }C{:\%:?ran Mill to Cascade Pal- 1.01-1.21 (F)

From 1-20 to US Highway 78 or Bank-

Sweetwater Road head Highway 1.02-1.58 (F)

US Highway 78 (Bankhead Highway) ~ From, Cedar - Mountain Road 10 g6 55 ()

Mount Vernon Road From Park Drive to Skyview Drive 1.23 (F)

Skyview Drive E:(i)vrz Crestmark Blvd. To Westford 0.95 (E)

Thornton Road From Interstate West Parkway to Six 0.93 (E)
Flags Parkway

Interstate-20 From GA Highway 92 or 166 (Fairburn 1.02-1.09 (F)

Road) to Thornton Road

Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., 2004

Modal Split and Vehicle Occupancy

Based on the journey-to-work survey conducted as part of the 2000 Census, 95.9 percent of the 46,176
employeesin Douglas County relied on personal vehicles for commuting, with 81.6 percent driving alone.
Of the remainder, 14.3 percent carpooled. Less than 2.0 percent used transit, walked, or rode bicycles—an
indication of the lack of available facilities. These driving trends have remained fairly constant since the
1990 journey-to-work survey, despite tremendous growth: 96.1 percent of employees drove vehicles,
with 81.6 percent driving alone.

While ridesharing has been promoted with several programs and a growing vanpool program in the
county, single occupancy vehicles (SOV) continue to dominate the transportation modes. Based on out-
puts from the draft RTP model, the average occupancy within Douglas County in 2004 is 1.08 persons per
vehicle for home-based work trips (commutes) and 1.36 persons per vehicle for home-based non-work
trips.

Safety Concerns and Evacuation Routes

As identified through the inventory of existing conditions, accident records have been reviewed over a
three-year history. Among the 20 highest frequency accidents within Douglas County, most are located
within Douglasville or along 1-20. During Phase 2 of the CTP, the accident data will be reviewed more
vigorously including a comparison with rates. The priority locations will be assessed, with recommenda-
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tions for improvements. Typical safety improvements include intersection geometrics, better signage,
removal of obstructions from the driver’s view, and correcting problematic curvesin the road.

The evacuation routes for Douglas County include aging structures. Of those structures, the SR 166
crossing of Dog Creek is currently being replaced. Two structures (dating to 1956) on SR 5 should be
monitored, but both have good sufficiency ratings presently. Improvements are currently programmed or
proposed along several critical segments of the evacuation routes, which will increase capacity and effi-
ciency of traffic flow.

B Public Transportation

With the introduction of GRTA’s Regional Express Bus system into Douglas County later this year,
local residents will have acrucial new choice for daily commutes. As shown in the Multi-Modal Im-
provements figure, the bus system will extend along 1-20 with stops planned for downtown Atlanta,
the Arbor Place Mall, Cumberland mall, and Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta International Airport. This
service will prove to be avaluable alternative to commuters into these activity centers, particularly in
light of the peak-hour congestion on the interstate system.

A considerable amount of research within the region has focused on the feasibility of commuter rail.
With the introduction of the Mobility 2030 RTP, the ARC has demonstrated a commitment to long-
term transit solutions. During the course of the research for the Douglas County Transportation
Element, regional transit alternatives have continued to evolve. As of July 2004, the aspirations sce-
nario (i.e., the regional wish list with no financial constraints) includes both high-capacity and me-
dium-capacity transit through Douglas County. The high-capacity alternative is described as either a
bus rapid transit (BRT) or heavy rail system with dedicated right-of-way and fixed transit stations.
By contrast, the medium-capacity alternative would be a BRT system using non-dedicated right-of-
way and standard bus stops.

Indications are that the financially constrained RTP would need to limit commuter rail funding to the
higher priority north-south corridor before extending with east-west service. Commuter rail devel-
opment often takes decades for full implementation and typically is the most expensive transit op-
tion. While commuter rail and a proposed station in Douglasville were under consideration in the
aspirations scenario of the plan, a BRT system aong the I-20 corridor was determined to be the most
feasible approach to expanding regional transit to Douglas County. Other options, including com-
muter rail, will continue to be discussed in future yearsin light of changing funding scenarios at the
federal level. Douglas County remains encouraged by the regional commitment to transit and will
support both the introduction of BRT and the prospect of leveraging the existing rail line through the
county for commuter rail. Much planning, inter-jurisdictional cooperation, and financial investment
will be necessary over the next 20 years to implement mass transit in the county.

Projected Overall Transportation System Levels of Service and System Needs

The major arterials through the county are experiencing increased congestion, as evidenced by these
modeled LOS levels. In the future, continued growth will worsen the degree of congestion unless multi-
modal options are implemented along with major capacity improvements. By coordinating assumptions
with the Land Use Element, the future growth was added to the transportation model adapted from the
RTP 2030 model. The model divides the county (region) into subareas called traffic analysis zones or
TAZs. Households, population, and employment by sector are among the primary variables in the re-
gional model used to simulate travel patterns and demand. Those variables were adjusted to match the
projectionsin the Land Use Element, based on the recommended usesin each TAZ. The TAZs are shown
in the Future Land Use within Traffic Analysis Zones figure and listed with land usesin Table 8-7.
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Table 8-7
Land Use Assumptions in Future Transportation Network
Douglas County
TAZ  Acres Future Land Use
13001 1,599 Urban Residential / Workplace Center
13002 2,048 Commerce Center / Urban Residential
13003 2,521 Commerce Center / Urban Residential
13004 3,890 Commerce Center / Parks / Intensive Industrial
13005 4,684 Suburban Living / Urban Residential
13006 3,757 Urban Residential / Community Village Center
13007 3,060 Incorporated / Urban Residential
13008 2,469 Incorporated / Urban Residential
13009 907 Incorporated
13010 722  Incorporated
13011 727 Incorporated
13012 1,448 Incorporated / Urban Residential
13013 17,798  Suburban Living / Community Village Center / Intensive Industrial
13014 7,048 Rural Places / Parks
13015 15,772  Rural Places / Parks
13016 12,009 Suburban Living / Rural Places / Parks
13017 1,972 Incorporated / Suburban Living
13018 1,816 Incorporated / Suburban Living
13019 8,070 Suburban Living / Rural Places / Public Institutions
13020 6,189 Suburban Living / Rural Places
13021 2,454  Suburban Living / Rural Places
13022 4,563 Suburban Living / Rural / Community Village Center
13023 6,181 Rural Places / Parks / Suburban Living
13024 3,499 Incorporated / Urban Residential / Workplace / Mixed Use
13025 6,892  Suburban Living / Community Village Center / Rural Places
13026 2,274  Suburban Living / Community Village
13027 3,784 Incorporated / Suburban Living / Community Village Center
Source: Ross Associates and Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., 2004
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The model increased the trips throughout the county based on the new land use assumptions. Growth
within Douglasville was adjusted to assumptions available from the Douglasville Comprehensive Plan
Update. The modeled results can be considered a worst case scenario for potential traffic growth by the
end of the planning horizon, 2025. The primary issues within the transportation network are major loads
on north-south corridors. The growth in population and employment will continue to transform Douglas
County into a mgjor urban area, with severa heavy concentrations of development where little exists to-
day. The projected traffic volumes are shown in the Future Model Volumes figure.

As the most appropriate model at the time of this Transportation Element, the draft 2030 aspirations sce-
nario served as abase. Therefore, a separate model scenario for future No Build was not included in the
scope of this Transportation Element. Many of the draft assumptions are being updated by the ARC dur-
ing the second half of 2004. As such, the modeled results for Douglas County assume many transporta-
tion improvements in place by 2030. In Phase 2 of the CTP, the approved RTP will be available, along
with an updated model scenario. The CTP will include a rigorous comparison of potential improvements
to further determine the relative costs and benefits. In summary, the primary system deficiencies in the
future from a roadway perspective are congested north-south corridors, and to a lesser extent, east-west
corridors to reach other alternatives for north-south flow.

B Meansof Optimizing Existing Facilities

Douglas County has placed a priority on optimizing use of existing facilities. As described previ-
oudly, the primary emphasis of the current SPLOST program is maintenance and paving of existing
streets. On local roads throughout the county, capacity and safety can be enhanced through im-
proved shoulders and intersection geometrics.

Of particular note is the current Chapel Hill Road and Sewart Mill Road Transportation Corridor
Sudy (Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., 2004). The study focuses on two phases: short-term im-
provements for operational and safety benefits, and long-term improvements to increase capacity and
introduce pedestrian and bicycle facilities. Theinterim report on short-term improvements hasiden-
tified a series of priority project to optimize use of the existing roads, totaling approximately $4.25
million based on preliminary cost estimates. This Transportation Element has included a review of
the study’ s short-term recommendations and likely long-term recommendations for typical sections
on both corridors.

From a multi-modal perspective, Douglas County does not yet have adequate facilities to provide a
full range of alternatives to the single-occupant vehicle. The increasing demand for park-and-ride
lots and the Rideshare program are indications of overall growth and better choices for commuters.
With implementation of the proposed sidewalk projects, HOV lanes, ITS strategies, and potential
BRT corridor, Douglas County will be able to balance choices for travel and extend the life and level
of service for its roadway network.

Transportation Demand Management (TDM)

TDM refers to awide range of approaches to optimize use of the existing transportation system. Among
policies and techniques that have been used in the Atlanta region are staggered work hours, flexible work
hours, telecommuting, shuttles, netmeeting, and parking management. Within Douglas County, two ap-
proaches have proven effective with increasing demand: the Rideshare Vanpool program and park-and-
ridelots.

The Douglas County Vanpool program continues to see growth. Ridership data for the past 3 years, and
anticipated numbers for years 2004 and 2005, are shown below in Table 8-8.
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Table 8-8

Rideshare Vanpool Ridership and Operational Statistics
Douglas County

Year
Operational Categories 2001 2002 2003 2004(Est) 2005(Est)
Vans in Service 18 20 22 28 34
One-way passenger trips 52,907 56,325 57,150 64,000 71,000
Total revenue miles 266,283 269,254 300,228 400,000 500,000
Passenger revenue miles 1,417,530 1,467,007 1,485,900 2,000,000 3,000,000

Source: Douglas County Transportation Center, 2004

The areas with the greatest concentration of Rideshare vanpool service and demand are downtown Atlanta
in the Five Points / Peachtree Center area, Midtown Atlanta around Colony Square and Bell South Cam-
panille, and in the Clifton Corridor where Emory University and the VA Medical center are located. The
Douglas County Transportation center anticipates grown for their vanpool program around the areas of
Perimeter Mall, the Cumberland Mall / Galleria complex in Cobb County, and in the New Manchester
mixed use development in the eastern portion of the county.

In areas not serviced by the vanpools, Rideshare offers a carpool matching program. Rideshare maintains
alist of commuters who have expressed a desire to carpool and tries to match other individuals who have
expressed an interest in carpooling, based on work location and hours. Additionally, Rideshare partici-
pates in the 1-87 Ridefind program operated by the Atlanta Regional Council. This program serves as a
referral service for carpoolers and vanpoolers.

Douglas County has actively participated in regional measures to optimize the efficiency and capacity of
existing roadways. While the existing pavement conditions have necessitated a substantial commitment
of funding, other measures offer an opportunity for Douglas County to benefit from regional approaches
in new technologies. One of the critical issuesistraffic congestion on 1-20. As such, the regional initia-
tives with Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) are apriority for the county.

Intelligent Transportation Systems

The Atlanta Regional Commission has compiled the updated 2030 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP),
which defines the long-range multimodal and financial plan for addressing mobility and accessibility
needs for a designated region. In the Atlanta region, The 1-20 West Corridor passes through the Atlanta
region in the westbound direction. This corridor is defined as the 31 mile long portion between 1-75/85
and the Douglas/Carroll County line. The corridor islocated within the City of Atlanta, asmall portion of
unincorporated Fulton County, a small portion of Cobb County, and Douglas County. The corridor pro-
vides access to the following areas (from east to west): Downtown Atlanta, the West End community, the
West Lake community, the Hightower Community, Fulton County Airport, numerous areas in the vicinity
of Fulton Industrial Boulevard and the Chattahoochee River, Six Flags Over Georgia, the City of Doug-
lasville, the Arbor Place Mall activity center, and the City of VillaRica. This corridor has been identified
by ARC as a high peak hour traffic area and in need for major transportation improvements to accommo-
date this traffic. Moreover, Mobility 2030 identifies I-20 as a Smart Corridor in Douglas County. Smart
Corridors are proposed to have at least two forms of ITS (e.g., variable message signs, incident manage-
ment, video surveillance).
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Intermodal Terminalsand Connections

Douglas County has invested in commuter facilities throughout Douglas County, including the park-and-
ride lots described in the inventory section. A major new success in addressing long-range transportation
needs is the Multimodal Transportation Center. The initial phase of this facility, which was recently con-
structed, includes 300 commuter parking spaces, as well as a 6,500-square-foot customer service building
for Rideshare, and a compressed natural gas fueling station for Rideshare vans. Two more phases of the
Transportation Center are expected to be constructed within the next three to four years. Phase Two,
which will be completed in August 2004, will include aloading platform for the new express bus service
the offered by the Georgia Regional Transportation Authority (GRTA). Phase Three, which is expected to
be completed in 2005, will include another additional 300 parking spaces for commuters.

The cost of Phase One, which includes land acquisition, design, engineering and construction, was $3
million. The total cost of the Transportation Center is approximately $5 million. Funding sources for the
Transportation Center include the Federal Transit Administration, the Georgia Department of Transporta-
tion, and the Douglas County Board of Commissioners.

The Transportation Center will be a hub for the new Regional Express Bus service being introduced into
Douglas County. Thislevel of intermodal connectivity has never been provided within Douglas County,
and its success will be avital part of the overall quality of life in sustaining the projected growth. Along
with the implementation of the express route and expanded Transportation Center, additional capacity
will be needed at the park-and-ride facilities. Some of the existing lots appear to be land-locked, while
others have room for expansion. Important measures will include the continued marketing of alternative
transportation modes and the available interconnectivity of the Transportation Center.

High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) Lanes

HOV lanes have become an important priority for the region and for Douglas County. The draft Mobility
2030 RTP features a system of HOV lanes that extend the current reach from the 1-85/1-75 corridor and
add HOV lanes to 1-20, SR 400, 1-285, and SR 316. Within Douglas County, HOV projects are identi-
fied in two phases. Thefirst phase is scheduled to be completed within the 2005-2010 TIP and actually is
made up of three connecting HOV projects. Those projects begin outside the boundaries of the county
and extend along 1-20 West from SR 6/Thornton Road to SR 5/Bill Arp Road. The second phase, with a
long-range status, will continue from Bill Arp Road to Liberty Road, which is near the western boundary
of the county.

The RTP haslisted several improvementsto the 1-20 West corridor from increased capacity to HOV lanes
and interchange upgrades. All of these modifications to the existing highway system will aid in reducing
congestion and improving the level of service of this corridor.

To address a potential gap in efficiency, Douglas County has identified the need to upgrade the inter-
change at the Transportation Center to accommodate HOV lane exit and entrance ramps. This improve-
ment would facilitate not only vehicular traffic using the HOV lanes aong the 1-20 West corridor, but
also the efficient operation and movement of the Regional Express bus service.

Growth Trends and Patterns

In conjunction with the recommended future land uses, Douglas County recognizes the need to establish
standards for street design, levels of service, and multi-modal elements. In particular, bicycle and pedes-
trian facilities need to be constructed in conjunction with future development of the proposed character
areas of the Neighborhood Village Center, Community Village Center, and Workplace Center. While
transit-oriented design (TOD) elements will have limited applicability in the absence of rail transit, there
will be opportunities to accommodate higher density development with enhanced options for mobility.
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Given the critical timing of Douglas County’s transportation planning efforts, several important policies
and standards need to be devel oped as part of Phase 2 of the CTP. Among the important decisionswill be

Standards and typical sectionsfor local streets
Sidewalk policies for new development

Minimum levels of service for new development
Plans for enhanced signage related to modal choices

It is the County’s intent to evaluate and adopt appropriate measures through the CTP process. Adopted
policies will be submitted as Minor Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan, as appropriate.

Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities

Concurrent with other planning initiatives, the ARC has prepared the 2002 Bicycle Transportation and
Pedestrian Walkways Plan. For the Douglas County area, ARC has proposed 10 projects related to bike
facilities. Table 8-9 showsthelist of projects that were proposed in the 2002 Regional Bicycle Transpor-
tation and Pedestrian Walkways Plan. This planisalso included in the draft 2030 RTP.

In order for projects to beincluded in the RTP and the Bicycle and Pedestrian plan, ARC hasto first iden-
tify deficienciesin a pedestrian facility inventory that is underway as of spring 2004. Upon completion of
this inventory, projects can be further evaluated and included for funding in future updates of the Re-
gional Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan. Until that time, a lump sum amount is being recommended for inclu-
sion in the 2030 RTP update, to implement projects resulting from the study. Table 8-9 represents rec-
ommendations of projects to be added into the 2030 RTP as a result of the evaluation performed in the
2002 Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update.
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Table 8-9

Pedestrian and Bicycle Project Descriptions
Douglas County

o (o))
o o £
] © o
O e o=
s & &3
Network Project Name Costin o - 5
Year & Type From To Length 1,000's %)
Skyview Dr South Sweet-
2010 Bike Lane water Road Douglas County 4.18 993 X 5
Douglas Blvd Bright Star
2010 Bike Lane Road Chapel Hill Road 2.75 653 X 3 X
Bankhead
Highway Bike Bright Star Carroll County
2020 Lane Road limits 15 3397 X 3 X
Bankhead
Highway Bike Sweetwater Burnt Hickory
2030 Lane Road Road 15 3397 X 3 X
Georgia Hwy 5 Douglas County
2030 Bike Lane SR 166 limits 6 1425 X
Pool Road Bike
2030 Lane at Berea 0.5 118 X
Bright Star Bike
2030 Lane 1-20 Central Church 1 237 X
Rose Avenue
2030 Bike Lane Broad Street Plaza Parkway 1 237 X
Ch James
Pkway Bike Douglas
2030 Lane County limits Thornton Rd 1 237 X
Thornton Rd Douglas Factory Shoals
2030 Bike Lane County limits Road 2 475 X

1w

gaps.

2 “along transit” - whether the project was along atransit bus or rail line.
3 “1 mile of transit station”- whether the project was within 1 mile of atransit station.
4 “low suitability rating”- whether the proposed project had a low bicycle suitability rating in the bicycle suitability mapping proc-

€sS.
5 u

gap closure”- whether the project closed a gap between two existing or proposed facilities or whether it closed cross jurisdictional

priority”- when written comments were submitted, participants were asked to rate the sense of priority for the project from 1 to 5.

Five was the highest priority. In many instances written comment forms were not submitted and therefore, there would be no priority

indication.

® “inlocal plan”- whether the project was added to alocal plan since the 1995 ARC Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan adoption.
*None of the projects are within along any transit lines, are within 1 mile of a transit station, and have not been added to

the local plan since the 1995 ARC Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan adoption.

Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., 2004

In addition to further evaluating these potential pedestrian and bicycle facilities, the CTP will enable a
closer ook at local gaps and ways to enhance connectivity and safety. The previously identified Route 15
through Douglas County includes severa segments of road that are not conducive to heavy bicycle use.
However, much of this route also is included in proposed roadway improvements, presenting the oppor-

tunity to coordinate design in future yearsto alow for a bicycle lane or widened shoulder access.
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Section IIl. Community Vision, Goals, and
Implementation Program

The Transportation Element has been coordinated closely with the Land Use Element to define
transportation goals and objectives that accommodate projected growth. As stated in public meet-
ings and in the Comprehensive Plan, the transportation goa identifies several key words: multi-
modal, safe, convenient, environmentally friendly, and efficient. To recognize this goal fully, Doug-
las County must commit to an increased level of transportation investment over the next 20 years and
well beyond.

The inventory of existing conditions indicates a lack of modal choices, a roadway network with
pavement and maintenance needs, and growing congestion due to rapid growth over the past decade.
Continued analysis, public involvement, agency coordination, consensus building, and funding must
take place to address the short-term needs and accommodate longer term growth in Douglas County.

B Preparation of Long-Range Comprehensive Transportation Plan

As emphasized throughout the Transportation Element, many transportation decisions need to be
made to prepare for successful growth in Douglas County. While some improvements and regional
initiatives are underway in 2004 or programmed in the next five years, others remain to be defined.
With new growth and roadway expansions, there will be more requests to provide fixed-route public
transit service along with the road improvements. A growing demand will occur for pedestrian and
bicycle facilities, prompting the need for a priority funding plan. Prior to endorsing future transpor-
tation improvements, more detailed study will be required, particularly within the context of im-
provements that are already planned or under construction.

The draft Mability 2030 RTP is ambitious for both the Atlanta region and Douglas County. Its final
approval and adoption will closely follow adoption of the Comprehensive Plan Update. As aresullt,
Douglas County will have access to more definitive data, an updated regional model, and the benefit
of seeing regional transit introduced. Through the long-range Comprehensive Transportation Plan,
which isincluded in the Short Term Work Plan (STWP), a wide range of important policies and pri-
orities can be determined. Among the intended scope items are more detailed assessments and rec-
ommendations for safety, signage, local road standards, typical sections, pedestrian and bicycle fa-
cilities, transit, roadway alternatives, priority funding, and policies to support future land uses.

Programmed and Recommended Pr ojects

A summary of programmed capacity, operational, and transit projects is included in Table 8-10. Com-
bined with the local prioritiesin the SPLOST program, these projects make up the short-term components
of the transportation work plan. Beyond 2010, the County and ARC have identified long-range im-
provements through the 2025 planning year for this Comprehensive Plan Update and beyond. The long-
range recommendations are listed in Table 8-11. Together, the lists represent a transportation investment
of more than $500,000,000 by 2030—approximately 10 percent of the Mobility 2030 budget.
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Table 8-10

Short Range Transportation Improvements
Douglas County

Project ID ARC ID Short Title Total Cost Completion Date
Roadway /Bridge Capacity

1 DO-275A-B Anneewakee Rd at Anneewakee Creek (Split Funded) $757,000 2008
2 DO-009 Duralee Ln extension from end of Duralee Ln to Dorris Rd $2,100,000 2008
3 DO-AR-057 1-20 West (includes 6-lane collector/distributor) from SR 70/Fulton Industrial Blvd to SR 6/Thornton Rd $29,000,000 2021
4 DO-022A Lee Rd/South Sweetwater Rd, Phase 1 from US 78/SR 5/SR 8-Bankhead Hwy to I-20 West $6,659,000 2008
5 DO-220 Lee Rd Phase 2 from 1-20 West to SR 92/Fairburn Rd $10,335,000 2008
6 DO-225 Lee Rd Bridge at I-20 West $2,010,000 2008
7 DO-274 Post Rd Bridge at Dog River $1,340,000 2008

8 DO-283 SR 166 Bridge at Dog River Under Contract
9 DO-028 SR 92/Fairburn Rd from Lake Monroe Rd to SR 166 (east) $9,300,000 2006
10 DO-282A SR 92 Overpass/Realignment Phase | at US 78/SR 5/SR 8-Bankhead Hwy and Railroad $16,700,000 2021
11 DO-282B SR 92 realignment Phase Il from Bankhead Hwy to SR 92 at Hospital Dr $26,600,000 2021
12 DO-282C SR 92 realignment Phase Il from SR 92 (Dallas Hwy) to Bankhead Hwy $34,500,000 2021
13 DO-029A US 78/SR 5/SR 8-Bankhead Hwy from SR 92 (Fairburn Rd) to South Sweetwater Rd $49,339,000 2021
14 DO-016 US 78/SR 5/SR 8-Bankhead Hwy from Sweetwater Rd to Thornton Rd $8,899,000 2008
15 DO-AR-208A-B Fairburn Rd/SR 92 at I-20 West (Split Funded) $6,835,000 2007
16 DO-AR-221 Thornton Rd truck lanes from 1-20 West to Chattahoochee River $11,810,000 2030

Multimodal
1 AR-330C 1-20 West HOV, Phase 3 from SR 6/Thornton Rd to SR 5/Bill Arp Rd $107,600,000 2008
2 DO-211C Capital Projects: Park/Ride and Multimodal Terminal: Construction $1,406,141 2005
3 DO-AR-BP017 SR 92/Fairburn Rd from US 78/Bankhead Hwy to Hospital Dr - Pedestrian Facility $80,000 2006
4 DO-AR-BP053 Malone St from Strickland St to Brown St-Pedestrian Facility $69,000 2006
5 DO-AR-BP054 Rose Ave from Selman Dr to Concourse Pkwy-Pedestrian Facility $272,000 2007
6 DO-AR-BP061 Douglas Blvd from SR 5/Bill Arp Rd to Bright Star Rd-Pedestrian Facility $108,000 2006
7 DO-AR-BP-062 Chapel Hill Rd from I-20 West Reservoir Dr-Pedestrian Facility $37,000 2006
8 DO-AR-BP072 Douglasville Sidewalks $1,336,690 2009
Countywide Comprehensive Transportation Plan $450,000 2006
Operations Maintenance

DO-280 SR-92-Dallas Hwy at Malone Road $290,000 2009
DO-281 Realign Thompson St to Forrest Ave at SR 92 $315,000 2008
DO-243 Blairs Bridge Rd. from Monier Boulevard to SR 6-Thornton Road $1,800,000 2011
DO-262 Central Church Rd. at Kings Hwy $1,700,000 2007
DO-266 Chapel Hill Rd at West Chapel Hill Rd $590,000 2007
DO-284 Chapel Hill Rd from I-20 West to SR 166 $3,400,000 2008

Total

$323,585,831

" Project ID refers to the project location on their respective figure in the transportation element (Future Road Improvements or Multi-Modal Improvements).
Source: Atlanta Regional Commission, Draft Mobility 2030 Plan, June 2004; Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., 2004
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Table 8-11

Long Range Transportation Improvements
Douglas County

Project ID ARC ID Short Title Total Cost Completion [
Roadway /Bridge Capacity
17 DO-019 Cambellton Rd/SR 166 from Riverside Dr/SR 92 to SR 70 $14,200,000 2030
18 DO-252A Chapel Hill Rd from Stewart Mill Rd to Central Church Rd $11,266,000 2030
19 DO-252B Chapel Hill Rd from Central Church Rd to Dorsett Shoals Rd $5,000,000 2030
20 DO-253A Chapel Hill Rd from Dorsett Shoals Rd to SR 166 $13,000,000 2030
21 DO-031 Douglas Blvd Ext from Prestley Mill Rd to Midway Rd $5,500,000 2030
22 DO-032 Douglas Blvd Ext from Midway Rd to North County Line Rd $7,330,000 2030
23 DO-030 SR 5/Bill Arp Rd from Kings Hwy to Dorsett Shoals Rd $24,135,000 2030
24 DO-230 Mason Creek Rd at Mobley Creek $3,600,000 2030
25 DO-247 Ragen Rd at Mud Creek $660,000 2020
25 DO-021 Riverside Pkwy from SR 6/Thornton Rd to SR 92/Fairburn Rd $22,215,000 2030
Multimodal
9 AR-330D I-20 West HOV, Phase 4 from SR 5/Bill Arp Rd to Liberty Rd $70,000,000 2023
DO-236 Mini Bus Routes, Douglasville $1,800,000 2020
DO-237 Transit Studies $300,000 2020
DO-210B Program, Rideshare Operating Assistance 18000 2020
Operations and Maintenance

DO-248 Douglas County ATMS, Phase 1 $385,000 2030
DO-242 SR 5/Bill Arp Rd at SR 166 $130,000 2020
DO-265 Fairburn Road-SR 92 and US 78/SR 5-Bankhead Hwy $798,000 2020
DO-278 Stewarts Mill Rd at Reynolds Rd and Anneewakee Creek $1,025,000 2010
DO-AR-210 Bus Service, Douglas County $10,000,000 2020

Total $179,964,000

T Project ID refers to the project location on their respective figure in the transportation element (Future Road Improvements or Multi-Modal Improvements).
Source: Atlanta Regional Commission, Draft Mobility 2030 Plan, June 2004; Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., 2004.
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Potential Projectsfor Future Planning Studies

Even with the investment indicated through 2030, capacity and multi-modal needs will remain in Douglas
County, particularly to keep pace with the projected growth. Several proposed projects did not remain in
the 2030 RTP after financial constraints were considered. While funding availability will affect decisions
beyond the STWP, many longer range projects need to be evaluated in context with other improvements
that will precede them. Future modeling, environmental studies, and transit trends will shape much of
the future in terms of Douglas County transportation beyond the next 20 years.

Douglas County has identified several potential projects to be addressed in detail in Phase 2 of the Com-
prehensive Transportation Plan. Most of these projects were removed from the draft 2030 RTP due to
funding constraints. While cost estimates are not yet available for all of the projects listed in Table 8-12,
the total without regional commuter rail islikely to exceed $50,000,000. With the regional and statewide
challenges in funding, pursuing additional roadway projects will require careful planning and decision-
making. The CTP will use the updated regional model scenarios to compare the benefits of each potential
project and weigh those benefits against the individual project and total costs as well as environmental
issues. Examples of these potential projects (shown in green as Future Planning projects in the Future
Road Improvements figure) are listed in Table 8-12.

Eve Table 8-12
Potential Projects for Future Planning Studies
n_ Douglas County
with 5
ro-
the ject Short Title
road ID
way Roadway/Bridge Capacity
Car 27 Bomar Connector, from existing Bomar Road to the east on new alignment to the southern terminus of Lee Road
pac- 28 Widen North County Line Road Bridge from two to four lanes at I-20
!ty 29 Realignment of the Dorsett Shoals Connector
In- 30 Extension of Capps Ferry Road from SR 5 to SR 166
crea 31 Widen Capps Ferry Road from two to four lanes from SR 166 to the Fulton County Line
sed 32 Widen West Douglasville Loop — SR 92 from two to four lanes
thrr? 33 Improve 1-20 interchange at SR 5
ug 34 Douglas Blvd extension from North County Line Road to Lee Road
shor :
t Multi-Modal
rang 8 Stewart Mill Road — Enhancements including bicycle/pedestrian facilities
e Regional Transit — Continued Planning and Future Implementation of BRT and/or Commuter Rail System
| ’ T Project ID refers to the project location on their respective figure in the transportation element.
ong Source: Atlanta Regional Commission, Draft Mobility 2030 Plan, June 2004; Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., 2004

range, and future planning projects, the future network could face pressures from the anticipated growth.
The remaining congestion would occur in severa areas, primarily with north-south movements for re-
gional access. With the assumed capacity projects, the modeled results are illustrated in the figures Fu-
ture Model Roadway Capacity and Number of Lanes and Future Model Volume/Capacity Ratios. Table
8-13 summarizes the roadway segments with LOS E or F with all potential roadway projects assumed in
place. A complete listing of future LOS is included in the Transportation Appendix as Table TA-7. As
the implementation of BRT or commuter rail is not assumed in the model, mass transit may aleviate
more of the traffic by commuters into other parts of the Atlantaregion.
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Table 8-13

2030 Level of Service—Remaining Areas of Potential Congestion

Douglas County

Roadway Name

From/ To

2030 LOS

Interstate-20

Post Road

Post Road

Post Road

Mason Creek Road
Interstate-20

Dorris Road
Chicago Ave.

South Flat Rock Road
King's Highway
Anneewakee Road
Rose Avenue (GA Highway 5)
Anneewakee Road
Chapel Hill Road
Chapel Hill Road
Mount Vernon Road
Mount Vernon Road
Interstate-20
Sweetwater Road
Thornton Road
Skyview Drive

Old Alabama Road
Bankhead Highway
Bankhead Highway
Brownsville Road
Silver Creek Road South
Blairs Bridge Road
Douglas Hill Road
Burnt Hickory Road
Huey Road
Anneewakee Road
Campbellton Road
Fairburn Avenue
Interstate-20

GA Highway 5 (Dallas Highway)

Prestley Mill Road
Stewart’s Mill Road

GA Highway 166

Post Road

GA Highway 92 and 166

From Mirror Lake Blvd. to Tyson Road
From Pool Road to Payne Road

From Payne Road to I-20

From 1-20 to Mason Creek Rd.

From Mann Rd. to Richardson Rd.

From Mason Creek Rd. to Ward Dr.

From Dorris Rd. to Chicago Ave.

From Cedar Mountain Rd. to Powell Lane
From Chicago Ave. to Bankhead Highway
From Ridgeway Rd. to Queens Rd.

From King's Highway to Chapel Hill Rd.
From Stewart Parkway to I-20 Ramp
From Chapel Hill Rd. to Fairburn Rd.
From Elk Run Rd. to Willow Ridge Rod.
From Golf Ridge Blvd. to Forest Trall
From 1-20 to Causey Rd.

From Factory Shoals Rd. to I-20

From Blair's Bridge Rd. to Chapel Hill Rd.
From Union Grove Rd. to Monier Av.
From Causey Rd. to Six Flags Rd.

From Sweetwater Road to Thornton Road
From Maxham Rd to Thornton Rd.

From Mount Vernon Rd. to Sweetwater Rd.

From Sweetwater Rd. to Brownsville Rd.
From OIld Douglas Ave. to Bankhead Hwy.

From Sweetwater Rd. to Mount Vernon Rd.

From 1-20 to Thornton Rd.

From Factory Shoals Rd. to Thornton Rd.
From Bankhead Hwy. to I-20

From Bankhead Hwy. to Malone Rd.
From North River Rd. to King's Dr.
From Hunt Drive to Amber Creek Dr.
From Anneewakee Rd. to Lee Rd.
From Rose Av. to Prestley Mill Rd.
From Brown St. to Chapel Hill Rd.
From 1-20 to Campbellton St.

From Reynolds Road to Yancey Road
From GA Highway 5 to Cantrell Rd.
From Liberty Ave. to GA Highway 166
From Lazy Acres Dr. to Oak Hills Rd.

TMTMTTMTTTMMMMTMTTTTMTMTMMTT T T TMTTMTMTTTMTTTMTTMmMmTTMm

Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., 2004

Recognizing the challenges of balancing modal choices with the high demand for increased roadway
capacity, Douglas County has proposed an ambitious plan of transportation improvements. New transit,
pedestrian, and bicycle options will be introduced in coming years. If the projected growth occurs during

the next 20 years, many new commitments will be needed to meet the transportation goals set forth in this

Comprehensive Plan Update. The next phase of the CTP will enable to the County to apply adopted land
use policies from this Update, an adopted regional transportation plan, and detailed analysis to refine spe-
cific goals, policies, and project priorities. Based on the short-range projects (included in the overall

STWP), and long-range improvements, Douglas County is confident that it is taking the appropriate steps
to address current needs and prepare for future growth. Recent regional initiatives have enabled Douglas

County to become a more active voice on transportation issues, a commitment that will continue through-
out the planning horizon of this Transportation Element.
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Transportation Requirementsfor Non-Attainment Areas

Local governments located within a nationally designated ambient air quality standards non-
attainment area must include three elements in their comprehensive plan: a map of the area desig-
nated as a non-attainment area for ozone, carbon monoxide, and/or particul ate matter, a discussion of
the severity of any violations contributed by transportation-rel ated sources that are contributing to air
quality non-attainment, and identification of measures, activities, programs, regulations, etc., the |o-
cal government will implement consistent with the state implementation plan for air quality . The
non-attainment area for the region is shown below.
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Ozone

The only counties currently designated as non-attainment in Georgia are 13 counties in the Atlanta area,
including Douglas County. The non-attainment designation is for the 1-hour ozone National Ambient Air
Quality Standard (NAAQS). A new NAAQS for ozone, the 8-hour standard, is pending. The Georgia
Environmental Protection Division made recommendations on behalf of the State of Georgia for 8-hour
non-attainment counties in the State of Georgia on July 15, 2003. For the Atlanta area, this means that it
islikely that the ozone non-attainment area will increase from the current 13 countiesto 20 counties. The
US Environmental Protection Agency will officially designate the 8-hour ozone non-attainment area in
April of 2004, this designation could be different than the State recommendation. Conformity to the new
8-hour standard will be required 1 year from the effective designation by the EPA, at the earliest April
2005. Until EPA releases their effective designation, the only NAAQS in place for ozone is the 1-hour
ozone standard which, in Georgia, only affects the Atlanta area (including Douglas County).

PM2.5

The 8-hour standard is not the only new pending NAAQS that will affect the Atlanta region. The other
standard is referred to as fine particulate matter or PM2.5. State PM 2.5 non-attainment boundary recom-
mendations will be made (again by GA EPD on behalf of the State of Georgia) by February 15, 2004. It
is anticipated that counties in Atlanta will be designated non-attainment for PM 2.5 but determinations as
to what counties are still under way by EPD. The US EPA will issue official PM2.5 non-attainment des-
ignations in December 2004; again, these designations could be different from the State recommendation.
Conformity to the new PM2.5 NAAQS will be required 1 year from the effective designation by US EPA,
at the earliest December 2005.

The Ozone Non-Attainment Boundary Designation Process

Ground-level ozone is aregional problem that requires regional controls on both non-point (mobile) and
point (commercia and industrial) sources that contribute to the ozone problem. In addition, ground level
ozone (and/or the precursors to ground level ozone) can be transported over a significant geographical
area, making non-attainment boundary determinations difficult, especially for a county by county deter-
mination. In recognition of the difficulty in designating an area as attainment or non-attainment, the En-
vironmental Protection Agency identified 11 factors that should be considered by States when making
recommendations of attainment or non-attainment in the presence of an ozone monitor that records a
ground-level ozone presence above or exceeding the NAAQS. These factors are as follows:

B | ocation of emission sources

Large point or industrial sources such as power plants and chemical plants.

0 State Environmental Divisions will have information on the types and amounts of pollut-
ants released by individual firms.

Can also consider mobile sources such as high residential density or vehicle ownership.
B Emissionsand air quality in adjacent areas, including adjacent cities or metro areas

For example, Macon and Athens would take into account the potential transport of ozone
from Atlanta.

B Monitoring data representing the ozone concentrationsin local areas as well as larger areas
State Environmental Divisions do have ozone monitors in various locations throughout the

States. However, monitors are expensive to purchase, as well asto maintain, so it isnot
practical or feasible to have a monitor in every county.

Douglas County Public Review Draft, June 2004

8-33



Transportation®

If amonitor records aviolation of an ozone standard, then that county is designated as non-
attainment for that standard.

B Traffic and commuting patterns

Large commutes into an 0zone hon-attainment area may be enough to qualify a county as
non-attainment (due to the contribution level through increased vehicle emissions).

B Population Density

Higher population densities are an indication of a more urbanized area, which would indi-
cate a higher likelihood of producing ground-level ozone.

B Expected growth

Forecasted population densities as well as forecasted industrial growth
B Meteorology

Wind patterns and proximity to ocean
B Geography and/or Topography

Mountain and valley regions
B |evd of control existing for emission sources

Some States have the ability to implement pollution control measures independent of
Federal requirements.

B Regiona emission reductions

For example: lowering the speed limit (with adequate enforcement), selling low sulfur die-
sel sooner than required, etc.

Ozone modeling indications
B Jurisdictional boundaries

Jurisdictional boundaries are an important consideration due to the degree of interaction
and cooperation among areas; aregional problem requires a coordinated regional solution.
While this alone would not impact whether a county is in attainment or non-attainment
based on contributions to the ozone problem, it is at |east an important consideration when
looking at regional controls and implementation.

The current ozone standard is the 1-hour standard of 0.12 ppm, defined in 1979. A new standard, defined
in 1997, is referred to as the 8-hour standard and measures violations over an average of 8-hours, as op-
posed to 1 hour. This hew measure is more stringent (the standard is 0.08 ppm) and is aimed at protecting
citizens from high ozone levels throughout the day as opposed to daily high peak levels. EPA revised the
standard due to “many new health studies [showing] that healthy effects occur at levels lower than the
previous standard [1-hour standard] and that exposure times longer than one hour (reflected in the previ-
ous standard) are of concern.” 8-hour non-attainment areas will be designated by the US Environmental
Protection Agency by April 15, 2005. The Atlanta 8-hour non-attainment area is expected to comprise of
20 counties: the existing 13-county 1-hour non-attainment area plus, Carroll, Spalding, Newton, Barrow,
Walton, and Hall counties.

Although the above discussion is specifically focused on ozone, the guidelines issued by EPA for PM2.5
non-attainment boundary determinations are very similar. In short, most of the factors or considerations
listed remain the same. The pending fine particulate (PM2.5) standard was promulgated in 1997. The
annual standard (annual average) was set at 15 micrograms per cubic meter and the daily standard (24-
hour average) was set at 65 micrograms per cubic meter. Currently, Californiais the only state violating
the daily standard. Public health effects for fine particulates are similar to those of ozone. The Georgia
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Environmental Protection Division will recommend Atlanta counties for non-attainment of the fine par-
ticulate annual average standard by February 15, 2004.

Consistency with State Implementation Plan

The Clean Air Act requires that every state meet health-based National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS). If one or more of the NAAQS are not met, the State Environmental Protection Division must
develop a State Implementation Plan (SIP) that defines a plan to attain the air quality standard by a par-
ticular year. The SIP provides measures, activities, programs, and regulations used by a state to reduce air
pollution. Local governments in non-attainment areas are required to describe the actions each is taking
to promote better air quality such as programs like a clean air campaign, automobile emissions testing or
measures used to encourage efficient land use to reduce pollution.
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9.

Intergovernmental Coordination

I ntroduction

The Intergovernmental Coordination Element provides loca governments an opportunity to
inventory existing intergovernmental coordination mechanisms and processes with other local
governments and governmental entities that can have profound impacts on the success of
implementing the local government’s comprehensive plan. The purpose of this element is to assess
the adequacy and suitability of existing coordination mechanisms to serve the current and future
needs of the community and articul ate goals and formulate a strategy for effective implementation of
community policies and objectives that, in many cases, involve multiple local governmental entities.

Although Douglas County does not have the ability to require coordination efforts, through attempts

to further open coordination
channels through improved
communication it is hoped that
mutually beneficial
mechanisms can be developed. Not
only does Douglas  County
seek to develop a coordinated
planning process and policy, the
mutual sharing of available
information is a valuable part of
the process. -~ : Through the
County’s efforts it is hoped that

consistent forecasts are used throughout the area in the development of services, land use policies
and infrastructure planning. Whatever the outcome of this effort, this is the first step for truly
coordinated planning.

The inventory portion of this chapter describes the relationships that exist between Douglas County
and other local governments, agencies and programs. The inventory also reviews the County’s
relationship to independent organizations that have an impact on land use policy within the county,
such as the local school board. The purpose of this section is to provide an inventory of both
agencies and current coordination mechanisms, or lack thereof, within the county.

The assessment of current and future needs articulates the outcome of the inventory review. This
section identifies whether current mechanisms will achieve the county’s goals or potential solutions
to better achieve these goals over the next 20 years.

The last section of the chapter includes an articulation of intergovernmental coordination goals. An
associated implementation program to address those identified coordination needs can be found in
the Implementation Plan.

B |nventory of Existing Coordinating M echanisms

This section identifies existing relationships and coordination mechanisms between Douglas County
and other government entities. This section will identify the nature of the entity’s relationship to
aspects within Douglas County’s comprehensive plan and any existing coordination mechanisms.
Formal coordination mechanisms may include intergovernmental agreements, joint planning, and
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service agreements, special legidation, or joint meetings, committees or work groups for the purpose

of coordination.

Service Delivery Coordination

During the 1997 legidative
session, the Georgia General
Assembly passed House Bill 489
(The Service Délivery Strategy
Act); this required each county
and its municipalities to adopt a
Service Delivery Strategy by
July 1, 1999. This legislation,
developed following several
months of negotiation between
the Association County
Commissioners of Georgia and
the Georgia Municipal
Association, was the magor
recommendation of the Georgia
Future Communities
Commission.

The intent of the legislation is

that local governments take a careful ook at the services they provide in order to identify overlap or
gaps in service provision and develop a more rational and coordinated approach to allocating
delivery and funding of services among local governments and authorities in each county. The
legislation also asks local governments to look at their land use plans in order to minimize conflicts

between the city and county plans.

The Service Delivery Strategy (SDS) addresses the following:

Coordination

Identification of all services presently provided in the county by cities,

counties and authorities;

Assignment of which local government will be responsible for providing which service in what
area of the county;

Strategy should provide for the elimination of duplication of services, or

an explanation for its existence;

Conflictsin land use plans within a county, between the county and its cities,

must be eliminated.

Funding and Implementation Strategy

Description of how all services will be funded and by whom;

Identification of intergovernmental contracts, ordinances, resolutions, etc.

to be used in implementing the Strategy, including existing contracts;
Jurisdictions charging water and sewer rate differentials to customers outside
their boundaries must be able to justify such differentials;

Services provided primarily for unincorporated areas must be funded by
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revenues derived exclusively from the unincorporated areas;
A process must be agreed upon for resolving land use classification
disputes between a county and city over property to be annexed.

The SDS for Cities of Austell, Douglasville, and Villa Rica were adopted in 1999 and have provided
Douglas County and the Cities of Austell, Douglasville, and Villa Rica with opportunities to reach
agreements to deliver servicesin an effective and cost efficient manner.

The SDS serves an important role in the local land use coordination among Douglas County and its
cities. This document is one of the many issues that that has been discussed during this
comprehensive plan update. The SDS has been the starting point for Douglas County and its cities to
discuss and coordinate adjacent land uses. Specific policies relating to annexation are included in
the document.

After considerable review during this comprehensive plan update, Douglas County feels that the
curent SDS is consistent with current and future policies, goals, and objectives of this
comprehensive plan; and, therefore, there are no changes or new intergovernmental agreements that
are needed for the coordination of the current SDS.

Individual programs, intergovernmental agreements and coordination efforts are specifically listed
by each city in the next section of this chapter.

m  Adjacent Local Governments

Douglas County is adjacent to a number of local governments including Carroll County to the south
and west, the City of VillaRicato the west, Paulding County to the north, Cobb County to the north
and east and including the City of Austell to the east, and Fulton County to the south and east. The
City of Douglasville is contained entirely within Douglas County.

City of Douglasville

One of the most critical relationships among these various governments is the county’ s relationship
with the City of Douglasville. Not only is Douglasville the largest municipality within the county
borders, it is also the county seat. Douglas County and the City of Douglasville are preparing
individual comprehensive plans concurrently. During the comprehensive planning process, the City
and County have met on a weekly basis to review and coordinate their respective plans in terms of
service delivery strategy, capital facilities, land use patterns, and potential annexation aress.
Proactive planning for the next twenty years has been the hallmark of this process. Land use
categories, transitional uses, and compatibility standards have been discussed to ease coordination of
services, develop overall preferred land use patterns and to prepare for future annexations. Both
jurisdictions had extensive public participation during this process and utilized diverse stakeholder
groups to represent the varied interests within Douglas County. Many public meetings were
overlapping between the jurisdictions and several community members were on both Stakeholder
Committees. This overlap enabled ideas among the citizens to be shared with both jurisdictions
making the comprehensive planning process, although separate, seamless between county and city.
Through enhanced coordination during this long term planning process, it is believed that a better
quality of life will be provided for al citizens within Douglas County regardless of whether they
reside within the City of Douglasville, or within the unincorporated area. As a part of this
coordination effort, the elements of the SDS relating to coordination between Douglas County and
the City of Douglasville were extensively reviewed as part of an overall coordination strategy
between the County and the City. As stated earlier in this chapter, the County does not see any
changes to this agreement in order to provide continued coordinated services and to provide for
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comprehensive plan consistency. Specific areas covered in the Service Delivery Strategy for

Douglas County and the City of Douglasville include:

Agriculture Extension
Animal Control
Building Inspection

Jail
Law Enforcement
Library

Cemetery Planning and Zoning
Coroner Parks and Recreation
Courts (Superior, etc.) Property Tax Assessing/Collection
Court (Municipal) Public Housing
Downtown Development Public Works (Roads)
Economic Devel opment Social Services
Elections Solid Waste Collection
Emergency Management Solid Waste Disposal
Engineering Tourism

E-911 Transportation

Fire and Emergency Medical Svc Wastewater Collection
Health Water Supply

Hospital

Many of the elements of the Service Delivery Strategy are addressed by Douglas County wholly.
However, Douglas County and Douglasville address the elements articulated below individually. In
some cases an overlap does exist, but it provides a much higher level of service to residents.

Economic Development

Douglas County provides Economic Development Services and the City of Douglasville operates its
own Community Development Department. Services are coordinated to an extent and sometimes
overlap, but thereisahigher level of servicein this area.

Engineering

Douglas County and Douglasville each provide their own engineering services however,
Douglasville does utilize some services for issues arising from development related problems that
take place in the City, but also affect the adjoining unincorporated areas of the County. Otherwise
no overlap of service exists.

Jail Services

A formal agreement exists whereby Douglasville utilizes the Douglas County Jail for cases tried in
Municipal Recorders Court.

L aw Enforcement

Douglas County is the primary service provider in the unincorporated areas. In Douglasville, the
County patrol services are less intensive as the City of Douglasville has its own police force. The
service is overlapping, but thereisahigher level of service.

Parks and Recreation

Douglas County and Douglasville each provide full time organized Parks and Recreation services
and deliver programs to residents of the unincorporated areas, municipalities and other jurisdictions.
Each jurisdiction is committed to providing this service and efforts are coordinated to an extent. The
serviceis overlapping, but a higher level of service exists.
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Public Works (Roads)

Douglas County and Douglasville each provide for their own public works (roads). The service is
overlapping, but there is a higher level of service.

Solid Waste Collection/Disposal

Douglasville provides its own solid waste collection for residential and business properties. This
service is not provided by Douglas County; therefore no overlap in service exists. Douglas County
does have a solid waste disposal operation and through the collection of user fees this disposal
operation serves the unincorporated areas of Douglas County as well as the municipalities located
within Douglas County.

The County also participates through ARC on any development project that qualifies as a
Development of Regional Impact (DRI) and the Regiona Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP).
The DRI is designed to improve communication between affected governments and to provide a
means of revealing and assessing potential impacts of large-scale developments before conflicts
relating to them arise. At the same time, local government autonomy is preserved since the host
government maintains the authority to make the final decision on whether a proposed development
will or will not go forward. As discussed later in this chapter, the City of Douglasville and Douglas
County will be joint venturing on a comprehensive transportation plan in early 2005 to identify a
multi-modal solution to the unique transportation issues within the County.

City of VillaRica and City of Austell

Although the majority of both the City of Villa Rica and the City of Austell are located in other
counties, it is essential to continue coordination efforts with these jurisdictions during the planning
process. Through the Atlanta Regional Commission, these two cities actively participate in the
review process for any development project that qualifies as a Development of Regional Impact
(DRI). The DRI is designed to improve communication between affected governments and to
provide a means of revealing and assessing potential impacts of large-scale developments before
conflicts relating to them arise. At the same time, local government autonomy is preserved since the
host government maintains the authority to make the final decision on whether a proposed
development will or will not go forward. Coordination within the DRI process is typically focused
on the planning staff. Specific areas aso covered in the Service Delivery Strategy for Douglas
County and the Cities of VillaRicaand Austell include:

Agriculture Extension Jail

Animal Control Law Enforcement
Building Inspection Library

Cemetery Planning and Zoning
Coroner Parks and Recreation
Courts (Superior, etc.) Property Tax Assessing/Collection
Court (Municipal) Public Housing
Downtown Development Public Works (Roads)
Economic Devel opment Social Services
Elections Solid Waste Collection
Emergency Management Solid Waste Disposal
Engineering Tourism

E-911 Transportation

Fire and Emergency Medical Svc Wastewater Collection
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Health Water Supply
Hospital

Many of the elements of the Service Delivery Strategy are addressed by Douglas County wholly.
However, Douglas County, Villa Rica, and/or Austell address the elements articulated below
individually. In some cases an overlap does exist, but it provides a much higher level of service to
residents.

Economic Development

Douglas County provides Economic Development Services and the City of Villa Rica operates its
own Economic Development Department. Services are overlapping and some efforts coordinated,
but there isahigher level of service.

Engineering

Douglas County, the City of Villa Rica and the City of Austell each provide their own engineering
services however, each municipality does utilize some services for issues arising from development
related problems that take place in the City, but also affect the adjoining unincorporated areas of the
County. Otherwise no overlap of service exists.

Fireand EM S Services

Villa Ricaand Austell utilize the Fire and EMS services of Douglas County though they provide or
utilize other fire protection services. Automatic Aid agreements exist with Austell, Villa Rica and
Douglas County. An overlap exists, but a higher level of serviceis provided.

Jail Services

The City of VillaRicaand the City of Austell each utilize the Douglas County Jail for some charges
bound over to State or Superior Court.

L aw Enforcement

Douglas County is the primary service provider in the unincorporated areas. In Douglasville, the
County patrol services are less intensive as the City of Austell and the City of Villa Rica have their
own policeforce. The serviceisoverlapping, but there is a higher level of service.

Parks and Recreation

Douglas County, the City of Villa Rica and the City of Austell each provide full time organized
Parks and Recreation services and deliver programs to residents of the unincorporated areas,
municipalities and other jurisdictions. Each jurisdiction is committed to providing this serviceto its
residents and efforts are coordinated. The service is overlapping, but there is a higher level of
service.

Public Works (Roads)

Douglas County, the City of Villa Rica and the City of Austell each provide for their own public
works (roads). The serviceis overlapping, but there isahigher level of service.

Carroll County, Cobb County, Fulton County and Paulding County

Coordination with Carroll County, Cobb County, Fulton County, and Paulding County is essential to
the planning process. Through the Atlanta Regional Commission, Coosa Valey RDC, and
Chattahoochee Flint RDC, al three local governments actively participate in the review process for
any development project that qualifies as a Development of Regional Impact (DRI). The DRI is
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designed to improve communication between affected governments and to provide a means of
revealing and assessing potential impacts of large-scale developments before conflicts relating to
them arise. At the same time, local government autonomy is preserved since the host government
maintains the authority to make the final decision on whether a proposed development will or will
not go forward. Coordination within the DRI process is typically focused on the planning staff.
Automatic Aid agreements exist between Douglas, Paulding, Carroll and Cobb Counties with respect
to Fireand EMS services.

m [ ocal Agencies

Douglas County Board Of Education

The Douglas County Board of Education is the governing body of the Douglas County School
System. The primary role of the Board is the legidation of the school system politics, which are
executed under the direction of the school Superintendent. The provision of quality educational
opportunities is an essential service provided in Douglas County. Joint planning efforts include
Board of Education involvement in the review of all rezoning requests and involvement with the
County’s Technical Review Committee process. These processes are carried out through the
Planning and Zoning Department and the Board of Education. Through active participation on the
Douglas 2025 Steering Committee, the County has also shared current population and employment
data and forecast data. A representative from the Douglas County Board of Education also actively
participated in the formation of future land use policy. Continued cooperation and coordination with
the School Board is expected throughout the planning horizon.

B |ndependent Special Districts

Douglasville-Douglas County Water and Sewer Authority (WSA)

The Douglasville-Douglas County Water and Sewer Authority is an independent entity that was
created by the state legidature. WSA is the identified provider of public water and sewer services
within incorporated and unincorporated Douglas County. Therefore, no formal agreement exists for
the delivery of water and sewer services to Douglas County. A representative from WSA was active
in the Douglas 2025 Steering Committee and provided valuable land use coordination data for both
the City and County, and was an active participant in the development of future land use pattern
policy and the drafting of the future land use plan map. WSA aso provides coordination with the
Villa Rica Water and Sewer Authority and the Cobb County/Marietta Water Sewer Authority for
water and sewer provisions within limited portions of the county. WSA aso represents the County
during the North Georgia Water District activities. The exchange of data on land use and other
planning related issues provide adequate coordination regarding the WSA service area.

As part of the County’s water quality initiative, WSA took over storm water management activities,
including the administration of the soil and sediment control ordinance within Douglas County in the
beginning of 2004 through a formal agreement between Douglas County and WSA. As WSA takes
on this responsibility, rules and regulations are being evaluated to improve water quality and reduce
the adverse environmental impact of development, in close coordination with both the City and
County.

Joint planning efforts include WSA involvement in the review of al rezoning requests and
involvement with the County’s Technical Review Committee process. These processes are carried
out through the Planning and Zoning Department and the WSA. Through active participation on the
Douglas 2025 Steering Committee, the County has aso shared current population and employment
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and forecast data. A representative from the WSA also actively participated in the formation of
future land use policy. Continued cooperation and coordination with the WSA is expected
throughout the planning horizon.

Villa Rica Water and Sewer

As identified by the Service Delivery Strategy for Douglas County and the City of Villa Rica, the
water and sewer district for the City of Villa Rica extends into the City of Villa Rica inside of
Douglas County. WSA coordinates with this authority on the provision of water and sewer service
in this portion of the county and is currently under agreement by the North Georgia Water District to
take over these independent systems within the main WSA system at two treatment plants. This
exchange of data on land use and other planning related issues provides adequate coordination
regarding the City of VillaRicaservice area.

Cobb County/Marietta Water and Sewer Authority

Asidentified by the Service Delivery Strategy for Douglas County and the City of Austell, the water
and sewer district for the Cobb County/Marietta Water and Sewer Authority inside of Douglas
County. WSA coordinates with this authority on the provision of water and sewer service in this
portion of the county. The exchange of data on land use and other planning related issues provides
adequate coordination regarding the City of Austell service area.

I ndependent Development Authorities

Development Authority of Douglas County

The Development Authority of Douglas County is the central point of contact for businesses
looking to expand or locate operations in Douglasville and Douglas County. The
Development Authority provides services designed to assist these businesses with every facet of the
location process. Services provided include: confidential site selection services (commercial &
industrial), program financing and incentives, and demographic and consumer information. A
representative of the Development Authority of Douglas County was also an active participant on
Douglas 2025, and provided valuable insight on future land use patterns and policy.

Douglas County Chamber of Commerce

A Loca Policy Agendais developed, based on a semi-annual survey of the Chamber’s membership,
to inform members of the local governing bodies of the business community’s position on pertinent
issues. The Chamber staff attends the working and voting session of the Douglas County Board of
Commissioners. The Chamber also meets frequently with officials on matters of interest to the
business community. During the past year, the Chamber has acted on issues of stormwater
management, sales tax, property taxes, land use and zoning and tourism. A representative of the
Douglas County Chamber of Commerce was aso an active participant on Douglas 2025, and
provided valuable insight on future land use patterns and policy. Continued cooperation with the
Chamber of Commerce is expected throughout the planning horizon.
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B Other Unitsof Local Government and Utility Companies

Douglas County Sheriff’s Office

The Douglas County Sheriff’s Office is charged with the responsibility of serving and protecting
citizens and visitors. In relation to the planning process, continued coordination of information and
resources will be required to achieve the long-term vision of the community. Joint planning efforts
include a detailed assessment of current and future facility needs and level of service statistics during
the writing of the capital facilities element of this plan. The Sheriff's Office is involved in the
review of al rezoning requests and involvement with the County’s Technical Review Committee
process. These processes are carried out through the Planning and Zoning Department and the
Sheriff's Office. Continued cooperation and coordination with the Sheriff’s Office is expected
throughout the planning horizon.

Greystone Power Electric Membership Corporation (EMC) and Georgia Power
Company

Greystone Power EMC and Georgia Power provide service within Douglas County, and was
involved with the creation of utility line placement during the development of the County’s Unified
Development Code. Continued coordination with the county’ s permitting staff will be required.

® Other Organizations

Atlanta Regional Commission

The Atlanta Regiona Commission (ARC) performs regional planning and coordination for the
metropolitan Atlantaarea. There are currently ten countiesincluded in the ARC. The commission is
dedicated to unifying the region’s collective resources to prepare the metropolitan Atlanta area for a
prosperous future. It does so through professional planning initiatives, the provision of aobjective
information, and the involvement of the community in collaborative partnerships that encourage
healthy economic growth compatible with the environment, improve the regions quality of life, and
foster leadership devel opment.

The ARC fulfills the particular need of the metropolitan Atlanta area by advocating wise resource
management and planning, analyzing both current and potential growth problems, and providing
professional technical assistance in developing local and regional objectives, plans, and programs.
Work items include both regional and local planning projects. These projects range from
transportation, recreation, historic preservation, environmental resource assessment, population,
economic analysis and water resources, to comprehensive local and regional plans, reviews of
Developments of Regional Impact (DRI), and large-scale development reviews as authorized by the
Georgia Land Sales Act and the Metropolitan River Protection Act (MRPA).

ARC works with its planning partners to develop the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), a process
which can take anywhere from one to three years based on numerous factors such as the compl exity
of issues being addressed and the amount of effort required to reach regional consensus. The RTP
devel opment process consists of the following major steps:

Developing a clear and measurable set of RTP goals.

Understanding and quantifying short and long-range transportation system needs.

Organizing transportation policies, programs and projects into logical scenarios that address
system needs.
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Testing those scenarios.

Evaluating these scenarios against the RTP goals.

Cycling through this preferred scenario and evaluation process until a set of transportation
polices, programs and projects are devel oped that would best serve the identified needs.
Developing and using financial forecasts based on the latest available data and information.

In air quality non-attainment regions, demonstrating conformity to the applicable motor vehicle
emissions budget developed to show attainment to the National Ambient Air Quality Standards.

Each step of the process outlined above involves a significant amount of coordination and outreach
to planning partners and the general public.

As the Area Agency on Aging, ARC plans and provides comprehensive services to address the key
needs of the region's older population. The Atlanta Region's Area Plan on Aging is carried out
through contracts with 10 county-based aging programs, to provide a continuum of home and
community-based services. Older citizens and their families are offered many options, including
information and referral services, case management, transportation, home-delivered meals, senior
centers, legal services and more through this network of care.

Douglas County is a member of the Atlanta Regional Commission and membership in the ARC is
comprised of 10 member counties and 63 municipalities. Georgia law stipulates a local funding
formula and local membership funds are used to match federal and state funding to support the ARC
initsmission. An agreement exists between Douglas County and ARC regarding local funding and
membership.

Georgia Regional Transportation Authority

The role of the Georgia Transportation Authority (GRTA) is to approve the region’s short-range
programs, implement transportation strategies and review Developments of Regional Impact (DRI).
More specifically, GRTA works with those counties in Georgia that have been designated non-
attainment under the Federal Clean Air Act standards. Currently, there are thirteen counties in the
metropolitan Atlanta area that are non-attainment. Those counties are Cherokee, Clayton, Cobb,
Coweta, DeKalb, Douglas, Fayette, Forsyth, Fulton, Gwinnett, Henry, Paulding, and Rockdale.
GRTA can assist local governments in financing mass transit or other projects to alleviate air
pollution. GRTA board approval is also required for land transportation plansin the region, and for
use of federal or state funds for transportation projects associated with major devel opments such as
large subdivisions or commercial buildings, that affect the transportation system in the metro Atlanta
region. Aswith the DOT, formal agreements are made on a project-by-project basis.

Developments of Regional Impact (DRIs) are large-scale developments likely to have effects outside
of the local government jurisdiction in which they are located. The Georgia Planning Act of 1989
authorizes the Department of Community Affairs (DCA) to establish procedures for
intergovernmental review of these large-scale projects. These procedures are designed to improve
communication between affected governments and to provide a means of revealing and assessing
potential impacts of large-scale developments before conflicts relating to them arise.

GRTAs legidation also requires that it review DRIs within its jurisdiction. The purpose of GRTAs
review is to approve or disapprove the use of state and federal funds to create transportation services
and access that may be required as aresult of the DRI. The goals of the review are: protecting and
efficiently alocating limited state and federal resources, promoting compliance with regional
transportation plans and air quality standards, and furthering GRTAS mission and goals. In the last
ten years, Douglas County has commented on or initiated the review of the following DRIs (note:
itemsin bold are DRI reviews initiated or co-initiated by Douglas County):
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Terminus West Camp Creek Business Park
Austin Ridge Conners Road Development
Chapel Ridge Douglas Hill Campus

Phoenix Townhouse Development Liberty Park/Lake Val-Do-Mar
Arbor Place Mall Douglas Waste Service Center
Riverwalk PUD New M anchester

Touchet Industrial Development Anneewakee Trails

Woodside

In instances where Douglas County has approved the rezoning or development of a DRI, GRTA
conditions are conditions of zoning or approval of the project. GRTAS vision statement includes the
following items:

Work to plan and implement a transportation system that is multi-modal, seamless, and
accessible to al citizens;

Encourage land use policies that promote efficient use of infrastructure investments;

Operate within a decision-making framework that values public participation and connects
transportation choices, land use and the overall Quality of Life;

Serve the best interests of the region by working in cooperation with other agencies and
governments that are involved in planning and transportation; and

Measure its effectiveness in improving air quality, traffic, accessibility and land use.

One of the guiding principles of GRTA is that it will advocate and implement a transportation
system that is multi-modal, seamless, and accessible to all. Given the fact that the County’s current
transportation plan is outdated and needs to be updated to reflect changes in growth trends, land use,
population and travel demand, the County will address preliminary transportation issues and develop
guiding principles for the full Comprehensive Transportation Plan (CTP). The Transportation
element will provide initial policy direction to the CTP. The CTP will be multi-modal, multi-level
and comprehensive. Theinitial inventory will include pedestrian, bicycle facilities and trail systems
as well as transit and other public transportation. The first of these options will be express bus
service to downtown Atlanta beginning in the summer of 2004. This is the result of an
agreement between Douglas County and GRTA. The CTO is scheduled to begin in the first
guarter 2005 and is expected to be a 15 to 18 month joint effort with the City of Douglasville. It will
establish technical and policy guidelines for plan implementation. The result will be a 25-year plan
in five year planning horizons. Therefore, close coordination with GRTA is required. Douglas
County plans to work cooperatively with GRTA and the City of Douglasville throughout the
planning horizon viaits newly created County Department of Transportation.

Georgia Department of Transportation

The Georgia Department of Transportation plans, constructs, maintains, and improves the state's
roads and bridges. Duties also include the provision of planning and financial support for other
modes of transportation such as mass transit and airports. Legidlative mandates exist that require the
DOT to provide funding to counties based on population and vehicle miles traveled. Formal
agreements are arranged on a project-by-project basis though no standing formal agreements exist.
Close coordination with the Department of Transportation is required. Douglas County plans to
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work cooperatively with the Department of Transportation throughout the planning horizon via its
newly created County Department of Transportation.

Georgia Department of Natural Resour ces

The mission of the Georgia Department of Natural Resources is to sustain, enhance, protect and
conserve Georgia s natural, historic, and cultural resources for present and future generations, while
recognizing the importance of promoting the development of commerce and industry that utilize
sound environmental practices. Douglas County plans to work cooperatively with the Department of
Natural Resources throughout the planning horizon to protect all natural, cultural, and historical
resources located within the County.

Geor gia Department of Community Affairs

The Department of Community Affairs operates a host of state and federal grant programs; serves as
the State's lead agency in housing finance and development; promulgates building codes to be
adopted by local governments; provides comprehensive planning, technical and research assistance
to local governments; and serves as the lead agency for the state’s solid waste reduction efforts. In
addition, the Department of Community Affairs also manages the State’'s coordinated planning
program. Douglas County plans to work cooperatively with the Department of Community Affairs
throughout the planning horizon.

B Other Programsand Activities

Annexation

City of Douglasville

The Comprehensive Plan pertaining to Service Delivery Strategy for Land Use Compatibility and
Provisions for Dispute Resolution between Douglasville and Douglas County provides for a method
of communication regarding zoning and annexation and a procedural guide to resolve land use
classification conflicts that may arise between the two governmental entities resulting from proposed
rezoning or annexation of those lands which serve as boundaries between the two. The processis
comprised of notification via certified mail and a corresponding response of objection. Absence of
said objection notification by the County within the said time frame shall be construed to mean the
City of Douglasville can proceed with the annexation. Receipt of a formal objection will result in
the call for either formal or informal mediation. If mediators reach an agreement in favor of the
City’ s proposed new land use classification, the County shall not object further to said annexation. If
no agreement is reached, the City, if it proceeds with annexation, shall do so at the County land use
classification and accept no rezoning applications for all or a portion of the annexed property for at
least 90 days from the effective date of annexation.

City of VillaRica

The Comprehensive Plan pertaining to Service Delivery Strategy for Land Use Compatibility and
Provisions for Dispute Resolution between Villa Rica and Douglas County provides for a method of
communication regarding zoning and annexation and a procedural guide to resolve land use
classification conflicts that may arise between the two governmental entities resulting from proposed
rezoning or annexation of those lands which serve as boundaries between the two. The processis
comprised of notification via certified mail and a corresponding response of consent or objection. If
Villa Rica receives no response, the County shall be deemed to have no objection. Receipt of a
formal objection will result in the call for either formal or informal mediation. The mediation panel
shall issue a written report, which shall make recommendations as to the land use classification of
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the subject property, or state that no agreement could be reached. If the City and County cannot
reach an agreement and the property proposed for annexation is north of Highway 78, the City may
do so at the County land use classification and accept no rezoning applications for all or a portion of
the annexed property for at least 90 days from the effective date of annexation. If no agreement is
reached and the property proposed for annexation is south of Highway 78, the City agrees not to
annex the proposed property. The City of Villa Rica also has adopted and follows the Douglas
County Watershed Protection Ordinance south of Highway 78.

City of Austell

The Comprehensive Plan pertaining to Service Delivery Strategy for Land Use Compatibility and
Provisions for Dispute Resolution between Austell and Douglas County provides for a method of
communication regarding zoning and annexation and a procedural guide to resolve land use
classification conflicts that may arise between the two governmental entities resulting from proposed
rezoning or annexation of those lands which serve as boundaries between the two. The processis
comprised of notification via certified mail and a corresponding response of objection. Absence of
said objection notification by the County within the said time frame shall be construed to mean the
City of Austell can proceed with the annexation. Receipt of aformal objection will result in the call
for either formal or informa mediation. If mediators reach an agreement in favor of the City’s
proposed new land use classification, the County shall not object further to said annexation. If no
agreement is reached the City, if it proceeds with annexation, shall do so at the County land use
classification and accept no rezoning applications for all or a portion of the annexed property for at
least 60 days from the effective date of annexation.

B | and Use Compatibility

The planning staffs as well as consultants in the comprehensive plan update process for both the City
of Douglasville and Douglas County have held several meetings to discuss future land use plans and
are working toward making the plans more compatible in areas where local boundaries meet.

The services to be provided by Douglas County, as identified in the Douglas County Comprehensive
Plan, do not exceed those identified in the Service Delivery Strategy. Additionally, the service areas
identified for individual services that will be provided by Douglas County and the City of
Douglasville are consistent between the Douglas County Comprehensive Plan and the Service
Delivery Strategy.

B The Georgia Community Greenspace Program

The Georgia General Assembly created the Georgia Greenspace Program during the 2000 legidlative
session. The statute assigns responsibility for program administration to the Department of Natural
Resources and creates a five-member Georgia Greenspace Commission, which reviews and approves
community greenspace programs submitted by eligible counties. The statute defines "greenspace” as
permanently protected land and water, including agricultural and forestry land, that is in its
undeveloped, natural state or that has been developed only to the extent consistent with, or is
restored to be consistent with, one or more listed goals for natural resource protection or informal
recreation.

The statute also creates a Georgia Greenspace Trust Fund, which is funded annually by the Georgia
General Assembly. Such funds are granted to each participating local government with an approved
community greenspace program and which has established a Community Greenspace Trust Fund as
specified by the statute. Greenspace grant funds are provided to assist local governmentsin carrying
out their strategies for acquiring and permanently protecting land.
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While Douglas County is rapidly growing, it still contains substantially less urban, industrial and/or
concentrated suburban development than neighboring Cobb and Fulton Counties. The County will
continue to prioritize the acquisition of lands that primarily serve to protect and preserve water
quality and natural resources. Lands that contain cultural resources and provide opportunities for
connection through greenways will be considered as well. The County will continue to prioritize
land acquisitions in areas where protection will achieve multiple goals and/or that occur in the most
rapidly developing areas. The County will continue to implement the short-term goals of the
Douglas County Greenspace Program through fee simple acquisition, conservation easement, and
partnering with the local development community. Douglas County has several funding agreements
with the DNR that facilitate the purchase and protection of greenspace throughout the County.
Douglas County will also continue to participate in Regional Greenspace Coordinating meetings
facilitated by the Atlanta Regional Commission.

Metropolitan North Georgia Water Planning District

The Metropolitan North Georgia Water Planning District Act was signed into law in 2001. This Act
created a planning entity dedicated to developing comprehensive regional and watershed-specific
plans to be implemented by local governments in the District. These plans will protect water quality
and public water supplies in and downstream of the region, protect recreational values of the waters
in and downstream of the region, and minimize potential adverse impacts of development on waters
in and downstream of the region.

The general purposes of the District are to establish policy, create plans, and promote
intergovernmental coordination for all water issues in the district; to facilitate multijurisdictional
water related projects; and to enhance access to funding for water related projects among local
governments in the district area. It is the primary purpose of the District to develop regiona and
watershed-specific plans for storm-water management, wastewater treatment, water supply, water
conservation, and the general protection of water quality, which plans will be implemented by local
governmentsin the District.

The Metropolitan North Georgia Water Planning District is required to prepare three long-term
plans. watershed management, wastewater, and water supply/water conservation. The statute
includes specific requirements for each plan. The statute also provides for EPD to develop standards
for each plan, receiving input from basin advisory councils.

The District’s Draft Long-Term Wastewater Management Plan already calls for WSA to consolidate
all of its wastewater treatment facilities into two major plants by 2010. Douglas County is amember
of the North Georgia Water Planning District and will continue to work with the North Georgia
Water Planning District and the Douglasville-Douglas County Water and Sewer Authority on issues
that affect water quality throughout the planning horizon.

B Assessment of Current and Future Needs

This section provides information to assess whether current coordination mechanisms are adequate
to serve the community’s current and future needs. Better coordination on a number of issues would
benefit the county as awhole and help to further the implementation of mutual long-range goals.

From time to time, issues arise from growth and development proposed in the comprehensive plans
of nearby local governments and land use conflicts arise at jurisdictional borders due to a lack of
information about the plans and policies of adjacent communities. During this comprehensive
planning process, the door to communication has been opened, specifically with the City of
Douglasville, to further coordinate future land use plans and policies to reduce the number of land
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use conflicts at jurisdictional borders. Maintaining this newfound communication is a key to
resolving future land use disputes.

A concerted effort should also be made to work with Douglasville, Villa Rica, the Douglas County
Board of Education, WSA, and other local entities to examine the feasibility of establishing a joint
process for collaborative planning and decision-making on population projections, the location and
extension of public facilities, and the location of facilities with countywide significance, such as
water supply reservoirs, water and wastewater treatment facilities, solid waste disposal facilities, and
schools.

I nter gover nmental Coor dination Goals

= Serve the best interests of the County and the region by working in cooperation with other
agencies and governments and developing a shared vision for the community’s future and to
implement that vision through mutually beneficial agreements.

» Follow the county land use plan in making capital investment decisions.

= |mprovethe efficiency of local service delivery through close coordination with other entities
and identify further opportunities for joint service delivery.

=  Work with Douglasville, Villa Rica, the Douglas County Board of Education, WSA, and
other local entities to examine the feasibility of establishing ajoint process for collaborative
planning and decision-making on popul ation projections, the location and extension of public
facilities, and the location of facilities with countywide significance, such as water supply
reservoirs, water and wastewater treatment facilities, solid waste disposal facilities, and
schools.

=  Work with local jurisdictions to coordinate future land use policy to reduce the number of
jurisdictional border land-use disputes.

=  Work toward more informal means of resolving outstanding jurisdictional border landuse
disputes.

= Work to plan and implement a transportation system that is multi-modal, seamless, and
accessibleto al citizens.

= Encourage land use policies that promote efficient use of infrastructure investment.

» The Implementation Program provides the overal strategy for the comprehensive plan
implementation. The policy recommendations articulated above are merged and coordinated
with the policies articulated in other el ements to form the implementation program.
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10. Land Use Element

Section I. Desired Land Use Patterns

B Introduction

Land, and the uses to which it is put, constitute the base scale on which all other aspects of develop-
ment are founded. Land use and development patterns establish the foundation for the Comprehen-

sive Plan. Consequently, the principal objective of the Land Use Element is to determine the most
suitable and efficient use of the land and the pattern in which these uses will occur.

The integration of existing development patterns, growth trends and the analysis of land develop-
ment capacity (the ability of the land resource to support development) form the basis for preparing
the Future Land Use Plan. This element also determines future patterns of growth, based on com-
munity needs and desires, and presents strategies for land use that strike a balance between effective
and efficient delivery of public services, protection and preservation of valuable natural and historic
resources, and respect for individual property rights. This chapter includes

* A description of current land use parterns and historic patterns of growth;

® [nfluences on Tuture land use;
®  Desirable land use patterns, including quality applications;

*  Future land use descriptions and the development of character areas; and
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*  Development policies that are intended to
guide the establishment of the individual
uses.

The Future Land Use Plan for Douglas County
reflects a cross between a rural and urbanizing
development pattern. The vision of accommo-
dating growth, while at the same time preserv-
ing the existing character and feel of Douglas
County have been fully integrated into land vse
patterns and policies. Douglas County will
strive to maintain this balance while utilizing
character areas and development policies to
fully coordinate infrastructurs patterns and de-
sirable land use patterns.

This Comprehensive Plan integrates the follow-
ing Smart Growth Principles:

®  Mix land uses;

® Create a range of housing opportunities and choices;

*  (Create walkable neighborhoods;

®  Fosler distinctive, attractive communities with a strong sense of place;

® Preserve opens space, farmland, natural beauty and critical environmental areas;
¢  Strengthen and direct development towards existing communities;

¢  Provide a variety of transportation choices;

*  Make development decisions predictable, fair and cost effective: and

* Encourage community and stakeholder collaboration in development decisions.

B Historic Patterns of Growth

Douglas County can trace its early prosper-
ity to its location along the Chattahoochee
River, the establishment of a rail link and
numerous natural resources, such as gold
and the Lithia Spring.  Douglas County's
characler remained more rural and “small
town” than urban. These early growth pat-
terns have continued to influence land use
patterns in modern Douglas County.

Located 17 miles west-southwest of down-
town Atlanta, Douglas County is well
known for its natural beauty consisting of a
typical Piedmont landscape of rolling hills, abundant pine and hardwood forests, and scenic rivers
and streams. The image of Douglas County as expressed through the County's vision is that of a
small town that holds deeply ontoits roots as & rural and scenic area.
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Improved economic conditions and changing land use patterns in the decades since World War I
have reshaped the character of the county's incorporated cities as well as the surrounding
countryside. The opening of Interstate 20 through Douglas County in 1962 influenced a development
boom, as did the railroad in 1882. No longer isolated from the City of Atlanta, Douglas County
became a destination for residential, commercial and industrial development seeking easy access to
work, residences and markets.

The same attractions, easy access, abundant land, rural and “small town” environment and scenic and
natural beauty offer the same attraction as they did 50 years ago, although now they are occuming
within 2 much larger regional context. Douglas County is no longer isolated from the metropolitan
area, but a significant part; and therefore, is the recipient of outside urban growth pressures.

B The Land Use Vision

There were for specific areas that were expressed over and over through meetings with staff, elected
officials, the general public and the Douglas Stakeholders Committee. These issues provided the ba-
sis for initial land use planning within the County, and are paramount in meeting the COmmuIty's
desired vision of the future:

Douglas County will greet the future, while at the same time presery-
ing its small town feel, its safe and rural en vironment, its valued his-
toric and natural resources, and the continued creation of a quality
built environment, while maintaining and developing a reasonable,
balanced tax base.

Opportunities

Opportunities for future development in the County of Douglas include the following:

®  As part of the Atlanta Region, Douglas County has been a magnet for new jobs and residents
over the last few decades. Douglas County's location within the region will continue to ensure
that growth and prosperity will be part of Douglas County’s outlook for the future,

* Continued and sustained growth in the area will maintain a healthy market demand for new de-
velopment—a “buyer's” market in which Douglas can afford to be selective.

¢ Douglas enjoys the amenities of the metropolitan area, while at the same time ¢njoying & “small
town™ feel. Public attitudes about “neighborhood” and “community" have notably shifted in the
Metro area in recent years, with new purchasers looking for more traditional settings in which to
raise their children and to put down more permanent roots.

*  Direct access to the Atlanta Region by 1-20.
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* A proactive comprehensive plan
that identifies suitable areas and
amenities to accommodate pro-
jected growth and development
over the next 20 years.

A challenge that Donglas County, and
all of the metropolitan Atlanta Region
counties will face over the next 20
years is how to accommodate contin-
ued growth in a positive way that
maintains and enhances the quality of
life and economic opportunities of its
citizens. As stated in the Atlanta Re-
gional Commissions “Towards a
More Livable Atlanta Region” ac-
commodating change.... “will require
unprecedented cooperation, coordina-
tion and planning. It will require thoughtful, deliberate decisions about how we use our land and de-
velop our communities.”

The citizens and elected officials feel that this Comprehensive Plan will provide the roadmap to
Douglas County to make the most appropriate decisions for its future.
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Section II. Development Patterns Today

® Overall growth trends

Influence of Existing Land Use Patterns

A survey of existing land use was conducted 1o establish the type, spatial distribution and intensity
of development within the County. A comprehensive survey of existing land use required 4 fisld in-
ventory of each parcel of property within Douglas. Data collected as a result of the survey was clas-
sified by primary use and transferred to a map depicting existing land uses.

Douglas County is primarily a bedroom commumnity
for the metropolitan Atlanta Region. The citizens of
Douglas County, as clearly detailed within their Vi-
sion Statement, see the County's current rural and
small town nature as central to the quality of life they
enjoy. The majority of the developed land uses
within the county (excluding agricultural and public
institutional) is residential, over 90%, and of that to-
tal, over 90% of all housing units within the county
are single-family residences. The cities of Douglas-
ville, Villa Rica and Austell contain a large portion of
the multi-family units within the county as is appropriate within a more urban setting.  Although
master planned developments and village retail areas are planned, unincorporated Douglas County
will continue to be predominately single fami ly residential in nature.

Over the last 10 years, new non-residential development in Douglas has clusterad largely within two
areas, the unincorporated area adjacent to the City of Douglasville and the Western end of the
County along the Thornton Road Area. Arbor Place Mall within the City of Douglasville and the
Chapel Hill Corridor are the center of the County’s retail growth. As residences age and traffic be-
comes heavier, the Highway 5 corridor has seen some transition from residential to small retail es-
tablishments. Careful transportation, land use planning and transitional compatible growth within
these comidors area are extremely important in ensuring the County’s livability in the future,

During the overall review of existing land use s=veral problem land uss patterns emerpged:
*  Extensive single-use districts:

®  Swuip commercial development; and

®  Incompatible districts adjacent to the City of Douglasyille.

Extensive single-use districts

As part of this 10® Year Comprehensive Plan Update, the County also re wrote and combined its
zoning and subdivision regulations into a Unified Development Co™ e

process, many of the County’s numerous zoning districts were me .
workable master plan and open space developments replaced a r .
planned developments allow a percentage of non-residential uses a
The transitional and mixed-use corridor allows a mix of residential
and the workplace and commerce centers allow mixed commercial
tial uses,

5uugfm' Counry Comprehensive Plan Public Review Drafi, June 2004



W and [se

Although residential districts are still primarily single-use districts, the use of character areas within
this plan adds a further dimension of land use flexibility. Non-residential uses have been categorized
into villages, centers and cormridors, including a mixed use corridor to allow even greater land use
flexibility, while protecting and ensuring compatibility with existing single-family residential, as out-
lined within the County’s overall vision. The integration of public and institutional uses is encour-
aged within all character areas.

Strip commercial development

A major concern is the spread of strip commercial along any arterial highway. or “retail creep.” Al-
though the County has experienced a limited amount of this type of development, there is still an op-
portunity to guide expected non-residential growth into appropriate village and corridor settings.
Appropriate transitional land uses, such as reverse frontage residential development will help contain
commercial villages within appropriate nodes.

Areas in decline

Douglas County’s housing stock is relatively well maintained, yet there is a core of lower cost
houses and manufactured homes that exhibit signs of moderate to significant deterioration. Housing
and property conditions may affect property values, internal and external perceptions, health and
safety concerns. Problem areas include deteriorated siding roofing, and paved areas, lack of or insuf-
ficient landscaping, and litter and debris-filled yards. As outlined within the “House Cost Burden®
section of the Housing Element, 18.40% of the homeowners in Douglas County are paying more
than 30% of their income for housing and 33.80% of renters are paying more than 30% of their in-
come. Anather indication of neighborhood stability is the percentage of owner occupied units, espe-
cially within single-family units. Owner occupancy rates have decreased form 1990 to 2000. The
owner to renter ratio within the county is 2,97, substantially higher than the state ratio at 2.08,

Many existing residential nsighborhoods have excellent locations in terms of access to jobs and ser-
vices. Often these neighborhoods have mature trees or close proximity to neighborhood schools.
These assets make our County's existing residential neighborhioods very valuable.

Redevelopment Opportunities

As strip retail centers and strip commercial development districts become obsolete, communities can
explore ways to reuse or reinvent the image of the area as mixed-use developments. Left untouched,
these areas not only represent an enormous loss of potential tax revenue, but they may also signal the
disinvestments and decline of the surrounding community. Recycling these valuable sites helps a
community maximize the value of its resources and capitalize on their advantages: access to a ready
market, working water, sewer and road infrastructure. and transportation networks. Twao such areas
within Douglas County are:

¢ Bankhead Highway Redevelopment Corridor; and
*  Lithia Springs Community Village Redevelopment Center.

Not only is there the opportunity to revitalize the business within these areas, but also the County has
the opportunity to create vibrant, mixed use communities that can become a community focus by en-
suring public investment and integrating complimentary uses into the site. The addition of residen-
tial. civic, retail, office, education, or hotel can facilitate more of a focal point and create a walkable
community.
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Areas of Transitional Land Use

The vast majority of Douglas is so relatively new, and the County was able to apply modern land use
planning concepts to so much of the development before it occurred, that areas of blight and transi-
tional land use are very limited. Where they occur is in the older parts of town.

Transitional land use pressures tend (o be composed of older single-family homes that have come
face to face with incompatible development or other changes to their residential environment. Two
such areas are the homes located along Hwy 5 and Hwy 92. Some of the homes have been redevel-
oped as office and small retail lype uses. Higher traffic volumes and ensuing road improvements
have made the properties undesirable for residentjal purposes, but excellent opportunities for adap-
tive reuse as offices. Spot commercial zoning has been granted along these corridors to sccommo-
date area changes; some conversions have been appropriate, while others have not.. By keeping the
uses low intensity both in use (offices) and density, the traffic capacity and remaining single-family
residential uses can be preserved while offering a reasonable reuse of the properties. Further reuse of

the remaining residences is expected, and eventual assembly and redsvelopment for new office con-
struction is encouraged.

Community Character areas and design guidelines are another essential tool in this process and have
recently been refined and expanded as discussed below. The community character areas foster a dis-
tinct visual identity and “feel” for the area. Locations in transition are categorized as “transitional
corridors.” This special character area provides for conversional uses, while at the same time pro-
tecting residents that choose to remain and adjacent and surrounding established single-family
neighborhoods.

B Incompatible Land Use Relationships

Properties within the unincorporated county have been developed with strong compatibility stan-
dards in the past, and will continue to be developed with appropriate mechanisms, such as transi-
tional and step-down zoning and buffering in the future to ensure compatibility. The main issue of
incompatible land use relationships concems properties that boarder municipal boundaries within the
County. The County and its municipalities, especially the largest, the City of Douglasville, have
worked together in coordinating future land use plans, densities and area designations with each of
their respective plans throughout this process. Although adjacent land uses are much more com-
patible than in the last Compressive Land Use Plans, there are still compatibility issues between the
unincorporated sections of the County and specifically the City of Douglasville. There areas, pri-
marily concerning established single-family communities adjacent to the City, are expected to re-
main unstable areas. As the City of Douglasville continues to increase their non-residential tax base
through annexation, these areas will continue to be under development pressure to rezone commer-
cial. Douglas County feels very strong about pratecting its established single-family communities
and will continue to work with the City of Douglasville to stop any incompatible zoning pressures in
these areas, in addition to discouraging strip corridor commercial especially in the Chapel Hill Corri-
dor,

B Existing Land Use Categories

For planning purposes, land uses are identified under the following categaries and grouped by major
category in accordance with State DCA guidelines. Several categories are further broken down for a
more thorough understanding of development trends and patterns in the County. The following
categories are shown on the Existing Land Use Map.
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AG Rural Agricultural.

The AG Rural Agricultural District is established to protect rural areas of Douglas County in which
agriculture, farm operations, conservation lands and timber stands on parcels of 10 acres or more are
the established land us= pattern, and to provide an environment which encourages residents to con-

tinue to live and practice agricultural operations without adverse impact arising from more dense de-
velopment.

Residential

Single-family residences consisting of individual houses, either attached or detzchad usually on sepa-
rate lots, and often developed in subdivisions. as well as multi-family uses. There are three designa-
tions of single-family dwellings within the County. Multi-family residential contains two or more
dwelling units, and is broken down into duplexes, buildings of 3 to 9 units and apartments.

Residential development played a significant role in Douglas during the decade of the 90's. As the
predominate land use within the County, Single-Family residential is distributed throughout the
county in all areas, except for the Thormnton Road Corridor.

* Large Lot Single Family Detached. This category includes individual homes on lots of three
acres or greater and to promote a suitable environment for rural or “large lot suburban” family
life, agriculture including the raising of livestock and poultry, and the development of natural
resources and other uses requiring extensive areas of land. The homes are often in a “rural” set-
ting, and the properties may include horse barns and riding areas or other types of personal (as
opposed o commercial) agricultural uses. The Dog River Basin and a portion of the Bear

Creek Basin are considered natural resource protection areas and feature this type of develop-
ment.

*  Single-Family Detached covers all other single-family horne sites, many of which are located

within organized subdivisions, and are more “suburban” in character than the Large Lot cate-
gory.

-

* Single-Family Attached includes all forms of attached housing (ie., no dwellings located
above others), such as duplexes and townhouses. Residential developments of this kind include
a provision for useable open space and recreational areas and provide a transition between sin-
gle-family areas and higher density dwellings and/or commercial areas.

*  Multi-Family/Apartments includes all multi-family residential buildings in which some dwell-
ings are located above others, such as garden apartments.

Commercial

Commercial developments predominately occupied by establishments that offer goods or merchan-
dise for sale, or rent, and other commercial uses that do not operate in “'office” settings. Such uses
include stores, shopping centers, hotels, restaurants, gasoline stations, automobile body shops; physi-
cal fitness centers, markets, hotels and building supply centers. These uses may be located as a sin-
gle use in one building or grouped together in a shopping center.

Major commercial concentrations are located along Thomton Road and 1-20, Highway 5, West
Stewart Mill Road Extension, Chapel Hill and Highway 92/Fairburn Road. The City of Douglasville
contains the primary regional commercial areas in addition to the majority of small shopping and
free standing commercial areas. These concentrations contain large and small strip shopping centers
and freestanding single-tenant commercial buildings. Although still primarily residential, the High-
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way 3 comridor has seen increasing conversion of single family residences to retail and service estab-
lishments as traffic has increasad.

The commercial category is broken into 5 categories by intensity levels:

® Neighborhood Commercial includes commercial uses that sell goods and services purchased
frequently and generally in small amounts by the public in an intimate, pedestrian-oriented
scale. Small convenience retail and service establishments, bakeries and fresh food markets,
pharmacies and barber/beauty shops characlerize neighborhood commercial areas.

®  Community Commercial includes commercial uses that sell goods and services purchased fre-
quently by the public in 4 shopping and personal service setting. Grocery stores, drug stores,
and small retail and service establishments characterize community commercial areas. Com-

mercial uses commonly found in neighborhood commercial areas are also found in community
commercizl areas,

® General Commercial includes commarcial uses that benefit from close proximity to each
other. These areas provide for the location of regional and sub-regional centers for retailing and
finance. Its primary purpose is to group their uses {ogether in a compact area designed to ac-
commodate pedestrian movement. General commercial areas are characterized by shopping
centers containing department storss, big box retailers such as Home Depot and PetSmarts, dis-
count clubs and retail and service establishments serving a wide market area. Commercial uses
commonly found in neighborhood and community commercial areas also are found in general
commercial areas.

® Heavy Commereial includes those commercial uses that benefit from direct access to major
strets or are located on major streets and thoroughfares that are classified as major arterial
roads or interstate highways. Such uses commonly which generate loud noises and require large
areas for open storage, or generate substantial motor vehicle traffic.

*  Regional Commercial includes commercial uses that provide amusement for the public and/or
have bright lights and noise.

Offices

This category encompasses uses that are employment based, such as administrative operations and
corporate offices, as well as traditional “office’ uses such as doctor’s offices, insurance and real es-
tate brokers, and businesses that offer their services away from the site.

Office commercial development in the County ranges from major corporate office buildings to small
professional offices. Although a number of the industrial parks contain “headquarter and regional”
offices, these concentrations will be discussed in greater length in the “industrial’ land use category.
Small professional offices within commercial areas are not necessarily broken out on the existing
land use plan map. There are primarily two types of office categories:

*  Low Density Office contains office uses with some semi-commercial uses including very lim-
ited retail sale of goods. Low intensity offices are intended as a transitional zone from commer-
cial use to less intensive uses such as residential uses.

@  High Density Office areas are a more dense office environment allowing mid-rise and high-rise
office buildings and accessory retail uses. High-density offices should be located in or adjacent
to heavy concentrations of commercial or light industrial uses such as major nodes, interchange
areas, or industrial or office parks.
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Industrial

This category is for land dedicated to manufacturing facilities, processing plants, factories, ware-
housing and wholesale trade facilities, mining or mineral extraction activities, or other similar LUSES.
Douglas has a limited range of such uses.

Industrial development is reflected in three types of development: Business center uses, standalone
industrial uses, and intensive industrial uses such as quarries and landfills. There is a mix of both
types within the county. Current indusirial parks include, Douglasville, Interstate West Business
Park, McKay Industrial Park, Odessa Industrial Park, Swestwater Industrial Park and Westfard
Business Park. Industrial corridors that are more intensive rmnufac:uﬁng.-’warehuustngfwhe]esnling
operations are concentrated on Thomton Road and Bankhead Highway. There is also a quarry and
landfill located within the county.

¢  Light Industrial areas including accessibility to major transportation facilities, availability of
adequate utilities and other public services, and availability of large quantities of suitable land.
Uses compatible with light industrial development are to be encouraged insofar as they are in
accordance with comprehensive development plans for the county. This category includes in-
dustrial uses with limited negative impacts such as limited manufacturing, warehousing and
wholesale operations.

®  Restricted Light Industrial are light industrial developments that are characterized by office
and administrative operations in the front and storage space in the rear, usually served with
loading docks, where merchandise is stored for distribution, repair assembly or otherwise han-
dled in transit to the user. The use of campus type business centers is encouraged to promale a
suitable environment for high quality, visually attractive, stable, light industrial, research and
administrative offices.

¢ Heavy Industrial including industrial uses that require accessibility to major transportation fa-
cilities, availability of adeguate utilities and other public services, and availability of sufficient
quantities of land to adequately support such establishments. Heavy industrial uses tend to have
major impacts, such as noise, traffic, odor and maybe utilizing chemicals or process that require
strong separation from other types of uses such as residential or retail development.

Transportation Communication Utilities

This category includes such uses as power generation plants. railroad facilities, transmission towers,
public transit stations, telephone switching stations streets and highways.

Uses classified as “TCU™ are almost exclusively strests and highways. Other uses within this cate-
gory are within the light industrial district category.

Publie Institutional

State, federal or local government uses, and guasi-public institulions. Governmental uses include
City Hall, fire stations, libraries, post offices and public schools (but not parks). Institutional uses
include churches, cemeteries and other private non-profit uses.

Public and institutional uses are typically not concentrated in specific locales. The main government
center for Douglas County is located within the City of Douglasville. The government center offers
the public many services within a public a one-stop shop for government services and contains the
“citizens hall,” the primary location of public governmental meetings and public hearings within the
county. Other public buildings are scatlered throughout the county to serve localized needs, such as
libraries and fire stations. Facilities that are publicly owned, but would be classified more accu-
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rately in another land use category, are not included in this category. For example, publicly owned
parks and/or recreational fucilities are placed in the Park/Recreation/Conservation category, and gen-
eral office buildings containing government offices are placed in the Offices category.

Parks/Recreation/Conservation

Land dedicated to active or passive recreational uses. These lands may be either publicly or pri-
vately owned and may include playgrounds, public parks, nature preserves, wildlife management ar-
eas, national forests, polf courses, recreation centers, ete.  Stream buffers and the Chattashooches
Cormidor are also included in this category.

Agriculture Forestry

Land being actively farmed, including crop cultivation or livestock operations, or sel aside for com-
mercial timber or pulpwood harvesting as an agricultural pursuit.

There are currently several tracts within the County that have been identified as “agricultural or tim-
bering” within the county, primarily within the southern portion of the county. Small agricultural
sites are also scattered throughout the county. These properties are oflen in a “rural” setting and the
properties may include horse barns and riding areas or other types of personal (as opposed 10 com-
mercial) agricultural uses. These properties are therefore classified Residential, since that is the pri-
mary use of those properties.

Undeveloped

Land not developed or not being used for a specific purpose, and lands where development has been
abandoned or where deteriorated, vacant buildings are located. This category includes woodlands or
pastureland (not in agricultural crop, livestock or commercial imber production), undeveloped por-
tions of residential subdivisions and industrial parks, waler bodies (lakes, rivers, ete.), and locations
of structures that have been vacant for some time.

As is further indicated by the Existing Land Use Map, a small portion of the land within the County
limits is either undeveloped or underdeveloped. The underdeveloped designation is for large tracts
with only one or two residences or where a small portion of the tract is being utilized.

B Existing Land Use Acreages

There are currentdy 104,777.21 acres
within the unincorporaled areas of

Douglas County. Land Use by Acres

The Current Land Use by Acreages Douglas County, GA

shows the amount of land being used

s . Existing Land Use
under the various land use categories T Galeglnnl?y e
in the County. Of the total acres, al-
mast 72 % of the land within the cur- Agricultural 4,362.82
rent county limits is currently devel- Agric |.||tl;..:.e.-x'rimma:;j i @ 1::.113;?_ E.;
. q - 3 o Single Family Residentizl ac frag 167
upt..-:i Wikl r&sadencer: .ﬂf R, Singie Family Residential {5 to 25 ac racts) 16,713.73
schools and other facilities, churches, Singie Family Residential (>25 ac tracts) >'840.96
cemeteries or parks. Of the devel- Townhorise 982
oped acreage, the clear majority is Commercial 1,711.25
Industrial 1.682.21
Tcu 28785
Public / Institutional 2,285.50
ConservaiT 158200
Deuglas County Comprehensive Plan Public Rew’ewﬁrgﬁ jlm.ﬂ 555 33,3@6'&;
Total Acreanas 104.777.27
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residential, and of the residential acreage, the overwhelming majority, is single-family detached
houses. The second largest land use category is undeveloped and vacant parcels at over 31%, Cur-
rently 33,014.68 acres are considered vacant within the county. This figure does not include the
many large parcels that are underdeveloped, and will soon change uses.

The last influence on future development is the availability of land to accommodate future arowth.
The Population Element and Economic Development Elements of this Plan presents the population
and employment forecasts for the County in detail. The relationship to land absorption and popula-
tion and employment growth is presented within the Land Demand Analysis later in this Chapter.
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Section III. Influences on Future Land Use

® Environmentally Sensitive Areas

A major goal is (0 protect the natural and sensitive environment of Douglas County and the areas that
contribute to its unique character by ensuring a balance between the natural and the built environ-
ment. Douglas County, and the Atlanta Tegion’s water supply, tree cover, natural habitats, open
space and other environmentally sensitive areas are vital to sustaining our quality of life. Protection
of these natural resources provides
curreni and future economic benefits
to the region.

Douglas has long had strong environ-
mental regulations in place, such as
effective flood plain restrictions, wa-
tershed protection areas and has en-
forced erosion control regulations for
many years. As outlined more fully in
the Natural Resource Element of this
Plan, the WSA in now in charge of
enforcing both stormwater and the soil
erosion and sedimentation control
regulations within the county to en-
sure greater prolection and coordina-
tion. The newly adopted UDC will
further coordinate and help enforce
environmental issues within the
county through a user-friendlier for-

rat.

The Future Land use Map and corresponding character areas were developed with environmental
sensitivity in mind. A walershed overlay district of & 3-acre density has been instituted in Bear
Creek Basin and a portion of the Dog River Basin. The Future Land Use Plan and Map directly ac-
knowledge environmentally sensitive areas through a rural character area designation. Higher infra-
structure investment and planned location for medium density residential areas and non-residential
areas have been identified outside of these sensitive areas. Infrastructure and level of services stan-
dards have purposely been kept lower in sensitive areas,

An aim to create more walkable communities and “village” and “main-street” centers is also highly
encouraged through quality design standards and character areas within this plan. Walkable com-
munities are integral to achieving the goals of smart growth because they enhance mobility, reduce
negative environmental consequences, strengthen economies and SUpport stronger communities
through improved social interactions. Greenspace linkages and required sidewalks within all subdivi-
sions and along all public right of way is a new requirement of the UDC.

The County's newly adopted Unified Development Code (UDC) advances sustainable Greenficld
development. The UDC provides for master planned and apen space subdivision development that
protects the integrity of the land and environment, while creating a guality product. All primary re-
sources whether in a master planned, open space or conventional subdivision within the county must
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be protected with a natural resource conservation easement to ensure their sustainability, Better
growth can occur when governments create incentives for developing better projects.

WSA has evaluated several alternative methods to determine the most environmentally sound means
of ultimate biosolids disposal to ensure pollution prevention. The present method of composting the
biosolids generated at its wastewater treatment facilities serves to minimize pollution while at the
same time proving to be a cost effective ultimate disposal measure. Biosolids are mixed with peanut

shells, converted to compost and then made available to nurseries in bagged and bulk form. The
benefits include:

*  The relationship between the use and return of water to the system is an important element in
the provision of water and the quality of the environment.

*  Stormwaler runoff is also returned to the system. the quality of this runoff affects the quality of
the overall system.

North Georgia Metropolitan Water District Plan anticipates that as density increases sewers will
account for a greater percentape of wastewater treatment.

Given the nature of the water cycle and the relationship between water quality and wastewater
treatment, responsible regional water planning suggests maximizing sanitary sewer connections
and minimizing septic systems.

B TLand Use and Infrastructure Patterns

The continuous residential development without proper land use management throughout the county
during the past twenty years has had a tremendous impact on infrastructure and public services. OF
primary concern is the lack of water and sewerage in many portions of the unincorporated areas of
the county and the subsequent reliance on septic systems. The transportation network is inadequate
both in capacity and condition to support unconstrained growth. Infrastructure system improvements
should be planned to address projected needs, and to be used as a tool to guide land use patterns.
Other community facilities and services that are based more on demand should be funded and
planned in conjunction with projected land use patterns on the Future Land Use Plan Map. Princi-
ples on the Future Land Use Plan Map include:

*  Growth follows major community facilities (iransportation, utilities): so therefore, these facili-
ties are a strong determinant of growth and land use patterns.

*  Demand based services (public safety, parks, schools, libraries), should be planned and financed
in concert with projected growth and land use patterns in order to maintain quality of life.

*  Community facilities shape the form of the community—urban densities and commercial uses
require transportation and public utilities and rural densities can utilize rural street and seplic
systems.

*  Growth and density should be concentrated in areas of the county, which are served by public
water and sewerage systems, or in areas thal are easily accessed by existing systems, and there-
fore leaving the rural unsewered areas in a lower density use.

Public Water and Sewerage

The timing and development of the public water and sewerage infrastructure is a major influence on
land use patterns, In addition, because of limited funding, the strategic placement of this infrastruc-
ture it is essential to achieve land use goals and policies as set out in the Comprehensive Plan. Link-
ing land use and community facilities requires strong planning and coordination. Land use and in-
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frastructure planning can work together 1o maximize the return on investment through policies en-
couraging smart growth, and a strong requirement for planning, such as infrastructure CONCUITency.

¢ Coordinate. plan and construct public facilities to service expecied land use patterns as estab-
lished on the Future Land Use Plan Map.

®  Require infrastructure concurrency during the rezoning and development process utilizing the
criteria as outlined within this plan.

®  Growth should generally be directed towards existing or planned service areas and away from
rural area with expected lower levels of service and dependence on septic systems.

® Infrastructure will be targeted as priorities to areas suitable for commercial and medium density
residential to most efficiently and effectivel v provide these services.

*  Funding sources and water may ultimately constrain the growth in Douglas County.

The Future Land Use Map shows that the County will expand its wastewater treatment to target
commercial, industrial areas and medium density residential areas. The Comprehensive Plan poli-
cies will guide the location of wastewater infrastructure, As well, the intergovernmental agreements
for wastewater per House Bill 489 will be continuad into the future as the County and cities grow.

Transportation

It is imperative that the proposed Comprehensive Transportation Plan (CPT) supports the Compre-
hensive Plan to assure coordination and consistency in population and housing forecasts, natural and
cultural resource protection, economic development policies and land use policy and plans. In some
Cases transportation demand and the lack of adequate systems may very well influence significant
change in land use character and patterns. Likewise, land use changes will dictate needs for expan-
sion of the transportation infrastructure. Preliminary transportation improvements have been tested
against alternative land use scenarios:

®=  Transportation Network;
*  Quality of Life (level of service vs. cost);

*  Evaluate environmental impacts;

*  Support economic development;
*  Anticipate future demand (population, employment and new development); and
*  Evaluate the impacts of current and proposed policies.

Impact and influence of the region on the transportation network

Douglas County is primarily a bedroom community to the metropolitan Atlanta, and also on the edge
of @ major tourist generation for the region (Six Flags). The county is significantly affected by =x-
ternal growth of Paulding County and lack of options to move
traffic across the railroad barrier. This barrier also has caused
negative impact to mobility in northern unincorporated areas
of the county as external growth increases.

Douglasville is the urban core area/activity center in the
county. The impact of the City lessens on the south side of I-
20 excep! in areas of commercial centers around the interstate
interchanges. (Arbor Place Mall, Chapel Hill and Highway 5
Commercial Area). During the Comprehensive Plan Process
the County coordinated extensively with the City of Douglas-
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ville on transportation and land use issues. The proposed CTP will also be Countywide to include
the impacts of Douglasville within the entire county network.

For land use purposes, the impact of commuting patterns into and out of Douglas County has been
analyzed to reflect the influence of these travel patterns. In addition, pass through traffic, especially
from Paulding County has been examined for transportation impacts. The role of Douglas County in

Regional Transportation, GRTA and other initiatives will be fully incorporated into the transporta-
tion network.

Position on I-20 and the number of interchanges

I-20 is both a blessing and a burden for the County. It acts as a barrier to north south mobility in the
county but also serves the county well for access to the rest of the region, The impact of the inter-
state has cerlainly influenced jobs, population growth and the local economy of the county. It is
unlikely that additional interchanges will be approved in the county other than HOV access inter-
changes. Interstate short-trips are a common occurrence within the county and is a function of in-
adequate surface street connectivity for east west movements. The long-range transportation plan
may need to address this issue with some type of CD system along the freeway.

Provide a variety of Transportation Options

Providing people with more choices in housing, shopping, communities and transportation is a key
aim of smart growth. In response to predicted worsening traffic congestion and a diversity of non-
dependent automobile users (especially seniors and children), transportation choices will be a vary
important element of the CTP: the county is coupling
a multimode approach to transportation with suppor-
| [ tive land-use patterns that create a wider range of

transportation options such as concentrated villages
and centers that provide a high level of land use in-
teraction and internal and external linkages. Multi-
modal systems offering options to the Single Occu-
pant Vehicle (SOV) must be incorporated into future
plans. Transit, Transportation Demand Management,
and walkable and pedesirian friendly communities
will become increasingly more important as the
county’s population grows and opportunities and
funds to expand conventional transportation systems
diminish due to air quality issues and related federal,
state and regional mandates.

B Housing

Future housing-type demand will depend on a number of variables from availability and economics,
to the changes in demographics in Douglas County and Douglasville. The demand analysis for the
county (including Douglasville) shows the demand for 92,697 units by 2025, with the predominate
type continuing to be single-family detached units. The forecast indicates that by 2025 the number
of multi-family units in the incorporated areas will be almost double that of the unincorporated area -
at approximately 10,581 multi-family units (inclusive of duplex units) within the incorporated areas,
as compared to 5,517 multi-family units in the unincorporated county. Based on past dew:luprymnl
trends and objectives of the County, it is anticipated that single-family detached units will continue
to be the prevalent form of residential development in the next decade in the unincorporated area.
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A recent trend in residential development in the County has been the master planned development,
where residential uses are combined with amenities and open space. Although an overall general per
acre density applies, natural rescurce protection through clustering of units or subdivision into
smaller lots to allow for preservation of natural resources, open space and provision of amenities
such as swimming pools, nature trails, parkland or passive open space areas, playfields, ponds or
lakes, golf courses and putting greens, and other such activity sites. Development under the master
plan concept is expected to continue in the future, The Zoning Code has been revised to reflect the
use of the master plan concepl as the predominant type of residential subdivision.

Market Forces and Development Policies

The market forces affecting land use development in
Douglas are fully discussed in the Economic Develop-
ment Elemeni. Douglas's Comprehensive Plan policies
are aimed to direct growth that the market generates into
appropriate locations that will strengthen the County's
quality of life as an exceptional place to live, work and do
business. As stated earlier, Douglas will continue to be
impacted by growth pressures from the Atlanta Region,
and will also continue (o hold its own attraction as 4
“small” town in close proximity to big city amenities
without the big city problems. Demographic analysis and the Land Demand Analysis have also

shown that there are clear and unmet needs for retail uses, higher-level employment opportimitics
and “executive” housing,

The Future Land Use Plan Map and its use of Character Arcas were based on these market forces
and various analyses. Appropriate amounts of land for each type of development is clearly defined
on the Future Land Use Plan Map, as is appropriate planned infrastructure and compatibility meas-
ures. The character area concept and design standards will ensure that the County will provide man-
aged and quality growth aver the next 20 years.

Density Policies

Some uses are not considered appropriate for unincorporated Douglas County’s within the Commu-
nities overall vision, such as heavy industry that generates air or water pollution, very high-density
housing and intensive regional commercial development. Environmental regulations and the UDC
will ensure that all industrial development atiracted to Douglas Counly is also environmentally
friendly, as not to infringe upon the overall single-family environment of the Counly. As for very
high-density residential and commercial developments, analysis has shown that the commerce and
urban core of the County, the City of Douglasville, currently contains a much higher density in both
commercial and residential development. This type of density is appropriate within an urban setting
such as the City of Douglasville, but would not be appropriate with the more unincorporated rural
county. As a transitien from higher residential and commercial densities, the county has provided
for appropriate locations for medium density residential and higher intensity commercial locations
on its Future Land Use Plan Map. The Urban Residential, Work Place Center, and Commerce Cen-
ter Character Areas provide a good transition for higher and medium density development.
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Infill Development

The State Department of Community Affairs requires, in their guidelines, an “evaluation of the op-
tions of encouraging infill development in areas where mfrastructure and services are available ver-
sus expanding infrastructure and services into new areas.” For Douglas, these are not mutually ex-
clusive options. As seen on the Future Land Use by Acreage Table, the County is expected to be
substantially built out by the year 2025. Thus, all infill areas where infrastructure is available will

have been developed by that time, as well as new areas to which infrastructure had to be extended or
its capacity expanded.

Character areas have besn developed that promote a more dense residential community adjacent to
the exiting urban core of Douglasville and existing higher density centers. This land use organiza-
tion promotes land use efficiency by utilizing existing infrastructure. To encourage compact and
compatible development within infill areas, this plan encourages creative urban design solutions, and
a mix of residential and non-residential types to accommodate projected growth

To encourage compact and compatible development within infill areas, this plan encourages creative

urban design solutions, and & mix of residential and nonresidential types to accommadate projected
growth.

Regulations influencing development

This Comprehensive Plan and the Unified Development Code have been developed simultancously,
allowing the County to develop appropriate regulations to mplement the County’s Vision, Guiding
Principles and goals and objectives. The Character Area descriptions and design guidelines further
allows the County to accept development that meets the intent of the overall vision. We believe that
by developing the long range plan and UDC together, the County will be able to achieve its goals
and vision both through policy and regulation. Greater detail regarding regulatory influences is dis-
cussed in the Implementation Element.

® OQOutlook For Development

Douglas County can look to the future with optimism, but as in the past should be proactive in guid-
ing development. Douglasville is currently a *bedroom” community, and will continue to carry this
identity into the future, with a twist. Thought of as a “small town within reach of the city” the
community would like to enhance and add to this image in the future. Douglas County citizens are
well aware of their proximity to the Atlanta Region, and the opportunities and growth pressures thar
this proximity brings. The Community does not choose to isolate itself from these opportunities, but
at the same time will be proactive in atlracting the tvpe of growth that it deems desirable in appropri-
ate location. At the same time, the community would liks to strengthen its character as a small town
and its rural heritage image, while at the same time strengthening its amenities, such as Greenspace,
recreational opportunities, retail sales and employment opportunities. The Douglas County Vision
speaks of a more balanced community, a “live. work, play” community with a small town feel. The
community feels that this can be accomplished through proactive land use policy and strategies.

The County performed an intensive land demand analysis to determine the appropriate mix of resi-
dential, retail, and employment opportunities within the County. The Future Land Use Plan Map re-
flects these realities and provides sufficient developable land for each use. Compatibility, appropri-
ate transitional land use and quality standards will allow this to happen

Development oppertunities outweigh constraints by a comfortable margin. However, rapid growth
in neighboring counties and the City of Douglasville may continue to strain the infrastructure and
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present the County with incompatibility issues within the unincorporated areas of Douglas County.
The planned Countywide Comprehensive Transportation Plan and the WSA may help to coordinate
many of thesz future issues,

Future Land Use Available for Development

The last influence on future development to be discussed is the availability of land to accommodate
f_uture growth. The population and economic development elements of this Plan presents the popula-
tion and employment forecasts for the County in detail, and their relationship to land absorption. A

full land demand analysis was completed to order to match projections and land capacity, and as the
basis of the Future Land Use Plan

Map.  As an innovative step, the

County has decided to use “character
areas” instead of general land use Future Land Use
categories. Within  the non-
residential character areas, the mixing Land Use Category Net Acres Square Miles
of uses is a major component pf Ilh_ase Agroutfiral T S5
areas, and therefore although it is im- e -
possible and undesirable (o determine Aural Places 30,834.54 4818
specific uses within each character  |Suburban Living 3552027 5550
area, the following offers predomi- Urban Residential : __%§39-11i.. 13.03
nate land uses within each of the Transiton Garidar — 1 ==
chargeter arcas. In order to ranslate  (Ngobbomoo Vilage Genter 44433 069
these character areas into distinct land Community Village Center 1,151.48 1.80
use categories for this analysis, the Mixed Uss Corridor 215542] = 337
following categories shall be applica- Warkplaca Center 338680 525
ble: Commerce Canter 1,128.18 1.76
Intensive Industrial 1,017.80 1.59
* Residential: Rural places, sub- TCU—Froparty 29874 047
urban living, urban residential: TCU--Roads 5,528.00, 1020
- Public / Institutional _2,525.05| 395
®*  Retail Commercial: Transitional Parks / Recreation | Conservation 15,634.62 24.74
Corridor, Neighborhood Village Vacant--Land 000] 000
Center and Community Village Vecant-Valsr LA =5
Center;
*  Employment (office): Mixed Subtotal-Unincorporated County  112,812.06 176.27
:Jst {i‘“mdar' Workplace Cen- Incarporated Areas 15,380.66 24.03
€T, an

*  Industrial: Commerce Center
and Intensive Industrial.

The Future Land Use by Acreage Ta-
ble shows the number of acres by

TOTAL-ALL COUNTY 128,192.71

200.30

land use category that are expected to be developed by 2025, There is expected to be 1,337.60 acres
vacant; but this land will be within water sources. Tt is expected that Douglas County will be com-
pletely built out by 2025. According to this analysis the County will nesd 74,693.97 acres for resi-
dential development, 2,205.86 for retail development, 5,522.22 for office development, 2,145.99 for
industrial development and 25,186.62 for “other” development (including TCU, Public Institutional
and Parks/Recreation and Conservation). Given the sustained growth projections in the Metro At-
lanta Region over the next twenty years, the growth and development that can be anticipated within
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Douglas County is more a function of its capacity to accept growth and the quality expect than a
paucity of market demand.

Land Capacity to Demand Analysis

The County currently has capacity to accommodate additional residential growth in the years ahead,
embodied by its supply of vacant, developable land. Actual development capacity, based on; the
current zoning; net acres of vacant land available for development; realistic minimum land required
per lot within each zone. and applicable development densities; appears to be adequate, for the most
part, to serve the projected housing needs. Altogether, there are some 37,900 acres in the unincorpo-
rated area that are vacant. 3,900 of which are within the 100-vear flood plain, leaving a net of 34,000
acres. Of these, 31,400 are residentially zoned and 2,600 are zoned in the office. commercial or in-
dustrial districts. As currently zoned, the unincorporated area could accommodate, at most, about
32,400 new housing units and 24.6 million square feet of nonresidential development. Among the
residential zoning districts, the vast majority of new units that could be accommodated (93%) are
zoned for single-family detached use. Among the nonresidential districts, the clear majority (almost
80%) is zoned for industrial development.

The following table and graph compare the “unconstrained” growth forecasts to the maximum
amount of development that could be accommodated under current Zoning patterns.

Overall, projected residential growth is very close to the capacily available, exceeding it by only
4%. Given the approximations in the methodology used in this report, this would represent a com-
plete build out of the residential areas by (or before) 2023 as currently zoned. The same can be said
for the single-family detached category, with demand at 5% over current capacity. There is a clear
but very small lack of land designated for duplexes. while the multi-family zoning districts can ac-
commodate [4% more units than demanded in 2025.

Comparlsen of 2025 Demand 1o Capacity

Growth Capacity and Demand
Unincorporated Area

Capacily Demand

All Residential 32418 33,888
Single-Family 30,130 3603
Twao-Family 28 247
Multi-Family 2261 1,841
All Nonresidentlal 24 520 18,298
Crifica Bic 2.74E
Relaii 4.337 8,204
Indusingt 18437 3,918

Rasidentlel figurss show number of houting units.
Nanrazisantinl In 1,000z of squars f==t of fioar zrea.

On paper, nonresidential zoning, overall, can accommodate a comfortable 26% more development
than the 2025 demand. This “overhead” of excess capacity could easily disappear by 2023, however,
absorbed by developed but vacant sites, excess land bought by companies for future expansion, and
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inefficiencies in land development. The distribution of the vacant land by zoning category, however,
does not match the future demand by land us= type very well. For instance, there would appear to be
far more land zoned for industrial development than needed, at least by 2025, while only about one-
half of the retail commercial demand can be accommodated on commercially zoned land. Land spe-
cifically zoned for office uses is particularly in short supply; although office uses are allowed in the
commercial zoning districts, there is already too little land zoned commercial to accommodate retail
development alone. Together, future demand for office and retail development will amount to almost
11 million square feet of floor ares, while only 5.2 million of that can be accommodated by exisling
office and commercially zoned land. Providing the new office and retail zoning for the additional 5.8
million square feet could involve as many as 623 acres of land.

Industrially zoned land can also be used for cartain professional and administrative office uses, and
limited commercial use, which would absorb some of the excess industrial zoning. While mid-rise
office parks are often found in and around the kind and quality of industrial development that M-1R
requires, industrial zoning is often unattractive to commercial and office development oriented to re-
tail sales and personal services.

Implications for Planning

The demand/capacity analysis has several implications for preparation of the Comprehensive Plan,
including specificaily the Future Land Use Map.

® By 2025, the residential areas of unincorporated Douglas County will be completely built our.

®  Outside of the 3-acre lot watershed protection areas, pressures to bring sanitary sewer to all por-
tions of the unincorporated area will mount. Given the market pressures generating demand, re-
zoning requests to R-2 for subdivisions on sewer will increase accordingly.

®  There appears to be more than adequate land already zoned and available for multi-family de-
velopment. Unless a particular location would be notably advantageous to the county for multi-
family zoning, no additional land zoned for multi-family use is needed.

® There is a small bul unmet market for two-family residential development (duplexes compose
less than 1% of future residential demand). Rather than focus on new R-3 rezonings, the inclu-
sion of duplexes as one type of housing in a mixed-use master planned development could be
encouraged.

®  Upwards of 600 acres of additional office and commercially zoned land is needed to accommo-
date future retail and service uses, both of which will be attractad to the county by its population
growth and resulting increase in disposable income.

®  While the county contains many more acres of industrial land than 2025 forecasts would absorb,
retaining an excess of land for development beyond 2025 would not be inappropriate. While
some vacant industrially zoned land may not be well located for non-industrial uses, some
should be considered for commercial and/or higher density/smaller lot residential development
(particularly in a planned development setting).

L]
=]

Daouglas County Comprehensive Plan Public Review Draft, June 2004 Ig-



B Land Uise

Section IV. Desireable Land Use Patterns

® Urban Design

Overview

Urban design refers to the dynamic relationship of land uses and how they are connected within the
built environment. More specifically, urban design strategies determine the configuration of build-
ings, massing and density, the appearance and character of places, open spaces, parks and plazas,
transportation networks (pedestrian and automotive), as well as the relationships among land uses
and the linkages within the community as a whole. Ultimately, urban design is about crealing a
sense of place that achieves the community’s desired vision.

At the scale of "the village or center,” urban design elements such as lighting, signage, landscaping,
street furniture and architectural guidelines, create the visual character and identity of a place, mak-
ing it recognizable and distinct from other areas. When applied within a comprehensive system of
connected streets, sidewalks, greenways, and open space, urban design has the power to transform
intersections into walkable districts, and subdivisions into neighborhoods.

At the scale of "the county.” urban design focuses on the linkages between communities and their
relationships to one another. Thus, at the level of a comprehensive plan, urban design strategies
focus less on the visual appearance of buildings and streets and more on the organization of
neighborhoods, commercial areas and open spaces and their connectivity to one another within a
larger framework.

Architectural Themes

A carefully developed set of design guidelines can be an ideal tool for bringing visnal and spatial
unity to an existing or developing area. Design guidelines should respond both to the conditions of
the built environment and to the expressed goals of the community, In areas featuring a well-defined
concentration of mostly historic structures, design guidelines can focus on restoring the buildings (o
a dominant or common period of their past. In new communities, or in communities whose historic
character is not a priority. design guidelines can foster 2 particular atmosphere or image by creating
an entirely new look. Communities that have adopted this rather extrems approach, such as Helen,
Georgia, often feature an architectural style that has no historic precedent but creates visual unity.
The building stock of many communities—including Douglas—falls somewhers in the middle.
combining traditional storefronts and residences with later construction which may differ considera-
bly in terms of form and function. These conditions present a challenge to the development of com-
prehensive design guidelines, but the task is not an impossible one.

Douglas is typical of communities that possess & diminished stock of historic structures, but have ex-
pressed a desire to project an image that respects the community’s overall desire to preserve its small
town feel. Situations vary, but a common approzach is to research, identify, and restore the area’s
remaining landmarks to their original appearance or to their appearance during a unifying, influential
period. The materials, proportions, and character-defining details of this influential period then be-
come the basis for design standards for the area as a whole. New construction is then executed in
forms and materials that are compatible with an overzll theme in order to create a visually unified
area “signature.”
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Comprehensive Plan Context

There are a variety of ways to achieve the County's vision for the future. From an urban design
standpoint, the key is to avoid dispersed development projects that are unrelated to one another and
exist in isolation at random locations. Instead, by focusing appropriate development within distinct
character areas, corridors and centers and arranging these areas within a comprehensive circulation
system that incorporates multiple modes of transportation, the County will achieve a sustainable da-
velopment pattern that will carry them through to the year 2020.

As a first step in creating an appropriate development atmosphere, the County has developed “Com-
munity Character Areas.” In the context of the Comprehensive Plan, urban design through distinct
character areas describes a classification of development patterns, their distinct differences and their
relationship to one another as the County continues to grow over the next 20-years.

B Quality of New Development

All new public buildings, institutional buildings, residential and non-residential private develop-
ments should be characterized by high-quality architectural design and construction and should re-
flect Douglas County’s unigue community image and character. These types of improvements help
us create an identity or sense of place for the business community and will ultimately set Douglas
County apart from other communities and provide our residents and businesses a reason for investing
in Douglas County.

Residential Development

The Comprehensive Plan anticipates that Douglas
County will continue to be primarily a single-family
low-density residential community, and that its
neighborhoods and subdivisions be enhanced as impor-
tant community assets. To address diversity and special
housing needs within the county, transitional areas have
been designated to accommodate and Incorporate me-
dium density and mixed housing types. New residential
development should reflect the overall quality and char-
acter of the Douglas County community vision, and
compatibility as an integral part of the surrounding
neighborhoods and character areas.

Considerations in evaluating new residential develop-
ment should include:

*  Compatibility with adjacent and nearby uses:

®  The availability of public services and facilities;

*  The character of the landscape;
*®  The continuity of local roads, walkways, pathways and opens spaces; and

®  Protection from traffic and other undesirable im-
pacts.

The County’s newly adopted Unified Development
Code outlines several quality enhancements for new
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residential construction, such as the developments of open space, recreational amenities and side-
walks in every subdivision over 23 units, landscaping requirements and a minimum house size. The
UDC also encourages master planned and open spaced subdivisions whenever possible. These de-
velopments would utilize innovative techniques such as traditional neighborhood design, human
scale development and pedestrian linkages. All quality objectives within the plan aim to create a
“sense of place™ within communities.

The following additional enhancements that would further the development of communities should
be added whenever possible:

* Internal multi-use trail system should be incorporated into the design of large residential devel-
opments to increase bicyele and pedestrian accessibility to schools, public faculties, employ-

ment and shopping areas and parks and open spaces, and connected where possible to the
Countly’s Planned Trail System.

¢ Site planning within new residential development should include the use of effective and attrac-

tive buffers to protect residential areas from adjacent arterial roadways and non-residential de-
velopments.

An "anti-monotony” code should he considered for major subdivisions to promote diversity
among housing products, densities and site development characteristics.

The designation of land for residential uses recognizes the need to provide land for support services
to the individuals living in the area. Uses such as schools, parks and churches are compatible with
the residential designations. However, in introducing such additional related uses into these residen-
tial environments, it is intended that they be designed. located and maintained with full and complete
regard for the surrounding residential environment. Tn addition, to ensure that guality is an integral
component in residential development, infrastructure should be adequate to support residents’ needs.

Non-Residential Development

The Comprehensive Plan promotes high quality commercial and business development with Douglas
County during the next 20 years emphasizing non-residential in order to enhance the County’s tax
base, create new jobs, and provide convenient shopping opportunities for local residents. Commer-
cial and other non-residential uses have been separated into several character areas according to in-
tensity, locational requirements and land use compatibility.

By establishing these guidelines the County propeses to encourage several important public and pri-
vate objectives:

* Improve the quality of physical alterations to commercial corridors and village centers.

®*  Enhance the quality of the pedestrian experience along a commercial corridor and within a vil-
lage by providing a pleasant shopping experience for business patrons.

*  Enhance economic investment for business and property owners,
*  Protect, preserve or create neighborhood communities and architectural character.
* Promote community awareness of the physical environment.

*  Encourage flexible and individual creativity rather than anonymous uniformity.
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Commercial corridors often lack a sense of
organizational structure, and this confusion
reflects poorly on the community. Retail
and service establishments should be de-
signed 1o resemble town squares of varying
intensities. The *Main Street” concepts in-
corporating internal circulation patterns for
both automobiles and people surrounding
public spaces such as small pocket parks,
squares, and plazas should be encour-
aged. “Main Streets” are envisioned as
a collection of retail shops, specialty
shops and private offices along tree-
lined sidewalks that promote and a
sense of identify. Villages should be-
come cenlers for community interac-
tion where you would “usually run into
someone you know, or the friends of
someone you know while hanging
around there.” Commercial strip de-
velopment is discouraged in all areas of
the county.

Workplace and Commerce Centers
should be developed as self-sustainable
town cenlers that provide muli-
services to its residents and employees.
A sense of entry or arrive should be
created al primary entryways into the development. Building placement, landscaping, gates, entry
monuments, specialty lighting and other design elements can be used to create this design efiect.
These are large-scaled employment generators that should be designed to create pleasant work and
play environments with an integrated design and circulation plan.

® Design Guidelines

The guidelines presented in this section are intended to enhance the value of public and private
properties by promoting a distinctive architectural design quality and to help ensure that new
buildings blend in with the natural character of the landscape, the semi-rural character of Douglas
County, and the overall intent of the designated character areas.

Site Design

Site design of commercial development is one of the most critical aspects of a successful project.
Development proposals will be reviewad with respect to their response to physical characteristics of
the site and to the contextual influences of the surrounding area. Both the physical site characteris-
tics and contextuzl influences should be considered early and throughout design development:

¢  Environmental—existing vegetation, topographic features, minimally undisturbed natural areas,
and drainage.

*  Visual—view sheds, view corridors and primary views from on-site and off-site.
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®  The patterns, character and scale of existing and planned development in the immediate area.

¢ Potenlial connections and other relationships with adjoining development—i.e., pedestrian ac-
cess points, shared driveways, off street vehicular connections, open space systems and land-
scape buffers and service corridors.

*  Perimeter open spaces and buffer zones to provide for a smooth transition to lower intensity
U525,

®  All building frontages and sides of buildings oriented
to the street or other public areas should incorporate
a combination of arcades, pedestrian level display
windows, storefronts, and entrances.

® Linear “strip” development must incorporate varia-
tion in building height, building mass. roof pitch. and
changes in wall planes in order t mitigate the linear
effect of a development. Particular attention should
be made to building design when the building is ad-
Jjacent to residential property or within any public
view.

Materials

*  Materials such as brick, stone, glass and clapboard should be encouraged as the dominant exte-
rior cladding. Thess materials should be used on all four sides of new public and non-
residential buildings.

® Concrete block, sheet metal and stucco may be considered as accent features: however, these
should not be used as predominate building materials.

¢  Earthtones in red, buff. cream, while, and gray color ranges should be encouraged on the exteri-
ors of new buildings.

* A single building or development or multiple buildings within a development must maintain a
consistent style/architectural theme. Architectural design, building materials. colors; forms,
roof style and detailing should all work together 1o express a harmonious and consistent dosing.
This includes all “pads™ within retail development as well as gasoline pump canopies or other
accessory slructures,

®  Accessory buildings or structures, which are not com-
patible and consistent with the materials and design of
the main building. are discourapged.

Public Spaces

®  Development of a project of greater than 5 acres should
include a publicly accessible outdoor space, such as a
pedestrian plaza, pavilion or courtyard. A water fea-
ture, fountain, sculpture, or other art features may be
considered in lieu of a larger outdoor space. Amenities
such as specialty paving, specialty lighting and strest
furniture are required throughout the development.

Infrastructure

®  All developments should provide safe and pleasant ve-
hicle and pedestrian circulation patterns. The County
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requires sidewalks along all rights of way to encourage interconnectivity between land uses.

®  Shared driveways, internal vehicular circulation system linking properties and linkages of inte-
rior pedestrian systems to adjoining sites are encouraged.

®  Trees can define the character of a roadway corridor and unify the diverse elements that make

up the corridor’s visual experience. Trees and natural vegetation should be used extensively
throughout the development.

®  Ensure that at least some part of the development of a site contributes to the liveliness of the
streat.

® Buildings placed along sidewalks shall have windows and doors facing the street, and should
incorporate other architectural features.

Parking

® Parking should not only be provided between
buildings and the strest. In shopping centers,
buildings shall be placed along the sidewalk so
that at least 13% of the building has “street”
presence.

¢  While off-street parking is essential for all but the
smallest commercial projects, screening and
buffering techniques can be used 1o effectively
hide such areas and soften the visual effects asso-
ciated with vast wastelands of asphalt.

* By delineating the edge of a project, landscaping actually serve to increase a projects visibility
and hence its viability in the competitive setting of the corridor.

* Commercial developments are encouraged not (o exceed parking requirements within the UDC
and to seek opportunities and incorporate features intended too reduce the dependence on the
automobile (i.e. enhanced accessibility to transit and pedestrian connectivity).
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Section V. Future Land Use

B Development Patterns

As stated in The Vision for Douglas County. the County'’s vision for the future is based on a pattern
of continued growth focused on identified development nodes, corridors and character areas that dis-
courage urban sprawl, inefficient use of infrastructure. and land use incompatibility, while maintain-
ing and creating viable residential areas. It is the County’s intent through their community character

areas (o address the overall vision of Douglas County as a vibrant live, work and play center on the
outskirts of the metro-Atlanta area, while maintainin g the County’s small town feal,

These "Community Character Areas" are intended to ensure compatible and unified development

within specified areas of the county. The Future Land Use Map is broken into the following Com-
munity Character Areas:

®*  Rural Places

®  Suburban Living

& Tirban Residential

®  Transitional Corridor

®  Neighborhood Village Center
*  Community Village Center

*  Mixed Use Corridor

*  Workplace Center

* Commerce Commidor

& [Intensive Industrial

As described in the next section, these

Community Character Areas define the overall land use characteristics in generalized areas of the
County, such as density, land use, economic development, natural and historic resources and types of
community facilities. In addition, as outlined on the land use table, each character area identifies as-
sociated zoning districts for each character area. Character area designations and characteristics are
designed to guide zoning decisions.

The outlined "Quality of Development Guidelines™ and “Character Area Standards™ should be used
by Douglas County staff, the Planning Commission, the Board of Commissioners. and other boards
in reviewing specific proposals for new development and major renovation proposals. Architects,
property owners, and devejopers should also use the guidelines as a reference as they prepare plans
for projects for the Douglas community. These guidelines cannot predict the unique potential and/or
constraints for each project. Thus, the following guidelines are intended to establish a general direc-
tion and a base level of development quality and compatibility with surrpunding areas.

It is recommended that Douglas County adopt a two-stsp growth management strategy that begins
with the effort to define the character of a place (Community Character Areas) and ends with estab-
lishing the regulatory measures (such as adopted design guidelines by area, zoning districts or over-
lays) required to protect that character.
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In order to get to step 2 the County should engage in developing urban design plans for individual
nodes and corridors within the county. Typically, a natural outcome of an urban design plan is the
recommendation to formulate design guidelines and implement regulatory controls to speak to spe-
cific development characteristics such as site planning, massing, scale, and density. This can be
achieved several ways, one of which is to add the requirement for a concept plan for all applications
during the rezoning process. Another method is the use of zoning overlay districts that supplement
current zoning provisions and safeguard the designated area from development patterns thit perpetu-
ate sprawl. By implementing this type of control measure, Douglas County can continue to support
Community Character Areas and Development Patterns

This Plan provides pro-growth policies while remuining confident about maintaining its desired
character and pride of place. At a later time the County might consider an Architectural Review
Commitiee to review, monitor and work with developers, architects and builders in implementing the
guidelines,

It is initially recommended that the following areas be studied for detailed design standards and
plans:

®  Bankhead Highway Redevelopment Corridor
®  Lithia Springs Community Village Redevelopment Center
®  The Post Road Community Village

® Future Land Use Plan Categories

The intent of the Land Use Element is to identify the most desirable pattern of land use in Douglas.
This pattern is represented on the Future Land Use Plan map, which indicates areas appropriate to
the various land use categories. These use categaries are defined in this Section. The plan map is a
representation of the Comprehensive Plan’s goals and polices and, to a great extent, reflects current
development patterns and trends, as well as current zoning approvals. The map designations indicate
the predominant type of land use in the general areas identified. Guiding concepts for future land
use in Douglas include:

¢  Ensure that future land use and development decisions are consistent with long range planning
goals and policies and that such decisions promote social and economic well-being.

® Implement a land use plan that articulates a physical policy for a compact urban area and as-
sures the availability of infrastructure concurrent with development that achieves the desires of
the community’s vision;

®  Encourage and promote clean, high tech industrial development that strengthens the economic
base of the community and minimizes air and water pollution.

* Promote development that is pedestrian-oriented, community centered and minimizes vehicular
trips.
Future Land Use Plan Map

The Future Land Use map is a representation of the plan's goals and policies and indicates where
various Lypes of land uses are permitted. The plan map designations indicate predominant types of
land uses, which are described below.

The Future Land Use Plan map was developed to illustrate the most desirable pattern of land use in
Douglas. The Future Land Use Plan map was developed taking into consideration the land use pat-
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terns illustrated on the County’s Existing Land Use Plan Map, the Current Zoning Map, approved
PUDs and other developments, topographic characteristics, natural resource sensitivity, the availabil-
ity of infrastructure, and needs demonstrated by residential and employment forecasts. The needs and

goals for each of the other chapters within the Comprehensive Plan were also used in development of
the Future Land Use Plan map.

Interpretation

The plan is developed with the concept that the Future Land Use Plan map and the text are to be used
as an integrated whole, with the map being a graphic representation of the text.

Interpretation of the Future Land Use Plan map is & process, which rests on the goals and policies
expressed in the text. The land use designations on the map, both in terms of overall definition and
intensity of land use types. require that policies and intent statements regulaling the development and
location of each land use type be evaluated and applied in the process of plan implementation.

Plan implementation is carried out through the application of regulations such as the Unified Devel-
opment Code and through projects and programs outlined in the STWP. The Board of Commission-
ers administers it with input from the Planning Commission and planning staff. The procedure, once
the plan is adopted, will involve checks for plan and ordinance consistency as part of the review for
issuance of subdivision approvals and development and building permits.

If a specific land use or development project is proposed for an area but is not consistent with the
designated use or density on the Future Land Use Plan map, it cannot be approved. The initial con-
tact for plan interpretation begins with the Douglas Development Services Development. It is at this
point that the proposal is evaluated for its conformity and compliance with the Comprehensive Plan
and functional plans. In the event a use or development proposal is inconsistent with the Future Land
Use Plan map or Comprehensive Plan policies, an applicant may file for a Comprehensive Plan
Amendment in accordance with the amendment procedures contained in the UDC.

Future Land Use Categories

The following Table presents the land use categories, “Character Areas,” as shown on the Future
Land Use Plan map, and indicates those zoning districts that are most commonly compatible with the
use designation. In addition, designations are shown as most commonly used in a Master Planned
Development project. Specific requirements of the Unified Development Code, master plan site plan
approval and other conditions control in all cases.

Future Land Use Categories

Master Planned
Character Description of Character and Pre- Community Zoning Developments
Area dominate Land Uses Facilities Districts (MPDs)

Residential Character Areas

. Rural Places Outlying rural areas with active farming and scantered | Typically lncks pub- | AG, RA, Single-family, eques-

single-family housing oa large lots. Preservation of bic water and seweris | Desiznated trian oriented and open
sensitive natnrzl resourees. Commercial Aclivity not planned. Yery Dog River space and master
Centers within this area will be designared as Cross- lowe level of services Basin Arez, planned developments.

rrande Villnme Mantrer Mamessareaal ol el lifs b Tt and Rass el inmfanratacd s
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should caly be developed oy desipuated o the
| FLUPM and within master planned developments.

| A Coontry Crossroads i a small, reswricted commer-
cial node Jocsted at existing - “crossroads™ within the
rurzl places characler area.  Due 1o the sensitive
residential orientation of the aren, existing crossroads
and Bmited futurs crossroads development will oot be
shown oo the FLU magp.

Country
Crossronds®

density nature of the i Creek Over-

arga.

Loezted with the
Rural Places Charae-
ter Area, Uss of
existing commercial
drens.

by, Country
Crossroads =

C-N, OI-L
kax 3,000

mercial (see “cross-
Toads™) as desipnated.

M

Suburlum Living | Areas located outside identified censers that are ex-

Public water awail- | RLD, R- Single-family and du-
| periencing = high volume of residential growih, pr- able, pablic sewerape | MD. plex, MPD with lirmited
manly singhe-family houses. “All nos-residential svailable or planned; institutional uses &
| development will be within designated corridors or local public facilities neighborhiood comme:-
measter planned developments, Commercial Activity citl Limited Commomm-
| Centers will be designated as or NVCs. nity Commercial with 2
tpecial yse permit
Urban Ustanized and growth ariented wrees cxperiencing Public water & R-LD, R- MPD featuring mined
Residential growill pressures and podential comparibility issues, sewer, regicmal pub- MDD, R-D, housing uses, neighbor-
This character area 15 1 transition from potential lic lacilities, R-TC, R- hoed commercizl,
comemercizl and high-density pressore from Erowing ME, R-MH Commitnily Commer-
activity centers. Various (ypes of residential dwell- cial with = special use
ings, mized-use dévelopments and transitional corm- permit.
dors. Commercigl activity cenlers would inclode
NYC, CVC, and Transitional Cormidars.
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Future Land Use Categories

| Master Planned
Description of Character and Pre- Community Zoning Developments
dominate Land Uses Facilities Districts (MPDs)
Transitional This corridor i designed to allow for transition from Linier transitional OLL, C-N, Due to the linear aature
Corridor residential uses to compatible non-residential uses areas along major C-C (lim- of thiz comidar, and the
along mojor arterials or aleng readways whers major transportition corm- ited) potential abutment to
transpeitation fmprovements are planned. Thiscomi- | dom single-family residential
dor is restrictive in order to allow a smooth transition reighborhoods, master
10 surrounding residentiol. Size, parking and appear- planned developments
ance statdards spply 6o this district, are not typically appro-
priate
Neighborhood Located at key crossroad intersections: Smafl-scaled Pablic water & sewer | CO-N,; OI-L Mixed-use MPD Bn-
Village Center neighborhood commercial with access and stze re- may he availabls. couraged, “Main |
| ‘strictions Good tmpsportation Sireat” style mixed use
| ACCEEE. | - encouraged.
Commumity | ‘Higher intensity of commercial activity intended to Public woter & sewer | OLL, C-N. Mized-us= MPD En-
Village Center serve more than toe neighborhood. uses such as re- may be available. C-C.CG coummged. “Main
tail, office and services Arigsial access. (limited} Street” stvle mized ose
Regional public encomraged.
facilities |
Mixed Use Designed a3 a redevelopment comidor for existing Public water & sewer | QL (=M, Mized pie and master
Corridor commercialflight industrial corddors, or new emerg- may be availabfe. C-C, C-G, planned developments
ing comridors. Lizht industrial and heavy highway Artrrial access, Po- C-H* LL* ure highly encooraged
commeroial uses arz allowed ooly within the Banlk- tential mil cormdor LLE, BMD, within this districL
hewd Highway Redevelopment Area. eccess,  Regional RTC Additional design and
public facilities sitz restrictions apply.
| Workplace Intensive commercizl retail and services; office and Puhlic water & sewer | Ol-L, 014, | Tirban desizn charncter-
| Centers high tech development along major highway comidors | available or planned | C-C, C-G, istics and unity are
| that are considéred major employment generators in the near future, C-R.LIR, major characteristics
| with an emphasis on Bndicaping ond aesthetics. Arnerial access: Rail RMD, RTC within planned devel-
| [ntegrated office parks are highly encouraged, Fesi- Arcess, Regional opments.
| dential developments ar= also encournged 10 be inte- public facilities
' prated into the overall desien.
| Commeree IndustrialfOffice Park davelopment, employment Pubhc water & Ol-L, OI-H. Mixed commercial and
Cemter generitors and interstate-oriented commercial devel- seaer. Majof trans- C-C -G, industrial uses are the
| opment. poration Access. C-H, C-R; preierred method of
LL LI-R development.
| Intensive Large scaled and high intensity asers that have poten- | Major trensporiation 21] Usually st2nd zlone use,
| Induestrial tial negative impacts on residential ases. ACCESE, bt could be incorpo-
| rated within an indus-
trinl park.
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B Residential Character Areas

Rural Places

Much of Douglas County's identity is tied to its rural and small town
heritage. Although large-scale farms are not a major use within the
county, many smaller homestead and “estate farms” still exist. In ad-

dition, areas of sensitive natural resources require additional protec- Transition
tion. The inteat of the Rural Places Character Area is to pravide a from Rural to
residential-agricultural community, which benefits from its scenic ru- Residential

ral landscape with much of its identit y based on its agrarian past while
accommodating residential growth and very limited “Country Cross-
roads” type commercial. A Country Crossroad is a small commercial
ared that provides very limited services to the adjacent population at
existing crossroads locations. This character area encompasses outly-

ing areas of the county where public water may or may not be available; but sewer is not available or
planned.

*  Toretain and conserve the rural character in the area;

*  To protect sensitive natural resources areas:

* To encourage and accommodate the further devel-
opment of estates and mini farms that is consistent
with growth policies of the County and that blend
into the overall fabric of the County.

®  The adoption of a policy to provide a lower level of 2

service to these areas, in terms of transportation and sewer improvements in order to maintain
and protect the rural character.

Primary Land Uses

*  Active farming, timbering and
conservalion uses;

® Large homesteads on individ-
ual lots;

* Large Lot Single Family Home
Subdivisions:

®* Equesirian and Golf Club
Communities;

®  Master Planned Developments
with an overall density of |
unit per 3 acres (except within
the Dog River Walershed

Overlay area);

Country Crossroads

Country Crossroads are very small commesrcial areas that
currently exist along historic crossroads in the county that
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have developed over the years to serve Tocal needs. These areas are located in the rural area of the
county. Due to the rural nature and single-family orientation of the surrounding area, crossroad ham-
lets are envisioned to be localized service providers that provide limited local convenience goods and
services to the adjacent single-family rural environment. This character designation is not shown on
the future land use plan map in order to limit these Country crossroads to existing locations, and to
provide for limited expansion to prevent these small commercial uses from growing into neighbor-

hood village centers. If the location merits larger expansion, a future land use map change should be
applied for as a neighborhood village center.

¢ Existing retail/service providers within the rural places character area.

*  Limited expansion within existing crossroads areas at existing intersections within the character
area on a case-by-case basis.

* Convenience retailers and service providers under 3.000 square feet that shall be no more in-
tense than neighborhood commercial zoning (NC):

L ]

Primary guideline is that any commercial development should be compatible with surrounding
residential properties and developed to serve a very limited immediate service area.

Suburban Living

As Douglas County continues to experience growth in both residential Tr adltlﬂna|
and commercial development, areas meant for traditional subdivision SU bdivi SiDnS
and commercial growth to serve nearby residents are necessary. The
intent of this character area is to channel growth pressures to areas that
are suitable in terms of land
use patlemns and infrastructure investment, and to areas that
have a more “suburban” feel. This character area also in-
cludes older established neighborhoods, and could include
appropriate senior housing. Commercial nodes within this
character area include existing country crossroads and
neighborhood village centers. Neighborhood commercial
villages, as described under “commercial character areas.”
are located at the intersections of major roads, and should
be compatible with existing land uses through size, appear-
ance and buffering. Special care should be taken to elimi-
nate any negative impacts, such as lighting, parking. and traffic. Large-scale commercial develop-
ment is not appropriate within this character area. Public services and facilities are offered at a
higher level of service to accommodate a denser population. Water and sewer are either existing or
planned within this character area.

The purpose of the Suburban Living Character is:
¢  Toretain and conserve the existing sound housing stock.

* To promote residential development that fosters a sense of community and provides essential
mability, recreation and open space.

&  Accommodate upscale executive housing to mest the market demand.

¢ To provide for areas of innovative development, such as golf, master planned and traditional
communities in appropriate locations.
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L IT'E? stabilize and protect the essential characteristics of residential environments, including natu-
features,

Primary Land Uses
*  Single Family Homes on individual lots:

®  Traditional Single Family Home Subdi-
visions;

®  Equestrian and Golf Club Communities:

*  Master Planned and Open Space Devel-
opments;

®  Senior Housing Developments: and

*  Commercial Development

*  Country Crossroads;

*  Neighborhood Village Centers.
Urban Residential

Areas designated as Urban Residential are located primarily within areas that are currently expeari-
encing growth pressures, such as outside of Douglasville and within areas that public water & sewer

y ATt
QT
\ _Mvpaﬁh?ﬁ?r&‘%
N3 .

and major transportation investment exists or are planned. This character area will serve as a transi-
tional area from the higher density and commercial uses as planned by the City of Douglasville,
while protecting existing and planned single-family neighborhoods. Compatibility issues of the sur-
rounding area. and specifically established neighborhoods should be a primary policy determination
of the type of new development that is approved. Minimum lot size varies by type of unit and
whether public water and sewer serves the lot. Commercial activity centers that are appropriate in-
clude neighborhood and community villages and transitional corridors that are designed to serve the
adjacent population. Master Planned developments of mixed housing and integrated development
are highly encouraged within this area to further the transition from the City of Dounglasville. Public
Services and Facilities are provided Lo serve a denser population.

The purpose of the Urban Residential Character area is:

¢ Toaccommodate 4 variety of housing types suit the variety of Douvglas County lifestyles and in-
come levels.

® Toallow for the conversion of sites to more intensive resideniial use when appropriate.

Douglay County Comprehensive Plan Public Review D_r.:zﬁ. June 2004 10-35



B [ and [fze

* To ensure compatibility between established
single family and newer medium density devel-
opment;

*  To provide and maintain a supply of developable
land throughout the urban area for residential
and other supportive urban uses, as demand war-
rants and service capabilities permit:

®* To encourage locating residential development
where full urban services, public facilities, and
routes of public transportation are available: and

¢ To permit, in certain sections of the County,
multi-family housing developments which are

consistent with growth policies of the County and which blend into the overall fabric of the
County

* Develop residential areas that utilize innovative ur-
ban design principles that encourage community. pe-
destrian linkages and mixed-use environments.

Primary Land Uses
*  All housing types; and
®  (Commercial:
= Neighborhood Village Centers:

*  Community Village Centers; and

®*  Transitional Corridors.

B (Commercial Districts

As growth continues, and changes occur in the infrastructure system, potential locations are created
for commercial development businesses and residents within the area. Increase in through traffic
volumes along a road generates a demand for increased goods and services. Major shopping centers
often [ocate at interstate highway interchanges. Other shopping centers locate at major road intersec-
tions while highway-oriented stores, such as car dealerships and fast food establishments tend to
concentrate along multi-laned roads. Small convenience stores typically locate at intersections near
population concentrations.
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Offices are specifically addressed by two categories: Professional Offices and Office Centers. The
Professional Office category allows for business and professional office uses with limited supportive
commercial activity. This category is appropriate for small office complexes and in transition areas
where existing residences are often converted into office use. The Retail Sales and Services category
provides for a wide range of shopping and customer service facilities in the County. The category
embraces neighborhood and community leval shopping and service facilities as wel] as regional fa-
cilities such as North Point Mall. Developments in this category may be an individual store, restau-
rant or service business, a hotel or a shopping center. Individual office uses may also be found in this

designation. Retail sales and service nodes have been developed at appropriate locations within the
County to avoid “retail creep.”

The second category, Office Center, provides flexibility for large developments and is intended to al-
low for an environment often referred to as a corporate campus. Office Centers often include limited

convenience retail and business services establishments, as well as hotels and conference centers that
are oriented to the employees and clients in the center.

The commercial designation indicates areas through-
out Douglas that provide shopping and service oppor-
tunities of the following types:

®  Regional retail facilities provide for the shopping . =

and service requirements of the County and re- f’f ki ~
giom. . BEE .__..,_._‘ -
ll"'llr'l
®*  Community shopping and service facilities offer a 'I"I— i —I-l

wide variety of goods and services, inducing both """'-.JIrI:.'-"'
convenience goods for neighborhood residents
and shopping goods for a market arsa consisting
of several neighborhoods.

®  Neighborhood shopping and services facilities in-
clude: only those stores and services establish-
ments that is easily accessible and is used fre-
guently by neighborhood residents.

®* (Convenience stores are limited to food-orienied
slores and personal services establishments close
Lo residential uses.
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In addition to considering the potential demand for increased commercial development, the Plan
must also evaluate the desirability of commercial development at a given location. Concerns such as
safety, traffic carrying capacity and compatibility with existing development need to be considered.
Major principles of commercial development include concentrating commercial development at ma-
jor intersections, restricting commercial activities which conflict with residential areas or impede the
flow of traffic. and encourage shopping center type design standards for commereial development.
The following criteria were developed to determine whether a location is desirable or undesirable for

commercial development:

Commercial Land Use Evaluation Criteria

Criteria Very De- Desirable Marginal Undesirable
sirable
Remaining Distance be- < 25 25 - 50| .50=1. Miles =1.0 Mile
tween intersections Miles Miles
Service Ared Populations 10,000 5,000- 3,000-5,000 <3,000
10,000
Traffic Volume =30,000 10,000- 5,000-10,000 <5,000
30,000
Roadway Classifications Interchange; Arterial Collector Local Road
Major Arterial
Intersection Type Arterial Arterial W/ | Collector Local Road
WiArterial Collector WiLocal
Parcel Size 20 acres + 10-20 acres | 5-10) acras <3 acres
Current Land Use Commercial Vacant Mixed Resi- | Vacant and Sin-
v dential, Com- | gle Family resi-
acan! ; .
mercial, dential
Vacant
Current Zoning Commercial or | Commercial High Density | Low  Density
Industrial Residential. Residential
Utilities Available Water & Water; Water None
Sewer Planned
Sewer
Future Land Use Map Neighborhood | Transitional Adjacent to | Rural or Resi-
or Community | mixed use corri- | village center | dential Charac-
Village dor or cormidor ter Area

For example a very desirable corridor location would be less than Y% mile from a major intersection,
have a service population of mare than 10,000, a traffic volume greater than 30,000 vehicles a day,
be classified as a major arterial road, have a parcel size of more than 20 acres, have surrounding land
uses being either commercial activities or vacant land and have water and sewer service.

10-328
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The physical design of a commercial corridor or village contributes greatly to the overall image of
the community: each has its own unique cultural qualities to attract residents, customers and visitors.
The distinctive characteristics of buildings of varying ages make commercial corridors assets and are
often one of the most interesting and satisfying aspects of the street. Thoughtful design improve-

ments reinforce the positive identify of a community’s retail area and crate a “sense of place” that is
distinct to the neighborhood.

Transitional Corridors

Areas suitable for designation as Transitional Corridors are those originally

Smaﬂ developed for single-family homes that have or will become impacted by ad-

3 jacent multi-laned thoroughfares and commercial encroachment and may no
Businesses longer be suitable primarily for residential use. In the past, individual proper-
. tizs have been rezoned and converted in a way that has often been disruptive

and SEIVICES from an urban design sense: parking lots have replaced front lawns; houses
at your door  have been remodeled unprofessionally, resulting in structures with incoherent

design elements; signage has often been out of proportion to the structure and
use advertised.

In order to propose an orderly, safe and aesthetic transition, properties within designated transitional
corridors can be considered for nonresidential use at intensity compatible with surrounding residen-
tial areas that maintain the essential residential “look™ and feel of the area. Designation of this corri-
dor is meant to encourage public and private investment that will promote vitality, activity and safety
in the area, by controlling aesthetics, site planning and limiting non residential uses that will not
overly impact existing residential neighborhoods adjacent to the site.

Transitional Corridors are located along a number of major thoroughfares that have been or are
scheduled for widening, notably including portions of Highway 5.

Predominate Land Uses

®  Existing residential dwelling units.

*  Commercial services within converted residential dwelling units.

®  Limited mix of selected retail uses that are considered “low impact.”

¢ Infill commercial and residential that is compatible in look, density and mass to surrounding

development.
®*  Senior Living Facilities.
®  Small churches and community facilities.
Character Area Guidelines
Conversions and infill development should be evaluated as followad:
Site Design

®  The new use should be compatible with the residential structurs and the adjoining neighborhood
and should not pose nuisance problems with nearby residential and/or office uses. Generally,
light office use and small neighborhood services are compatible with houses.

®  The new use should be compatible with the adjoining neighborhood and should not pose nui-
sance problems with nearby residential and/or office uses.

®  The conversion’s remolding should be architecturally compatible with the neighborhood and
must upgrade or at least be consistent with the basic architecture of the structure.
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®  Business hours should be limited 1o normal daytime hours.

®  New building design should take into consideration the unique qualities and the dominant char-
acter of the surrounding area.

¢  New occupancies in converted houses should be limited to one business enterprise (with one
business entrance) for structures under 2.000 square feet of gross leasable area. This will help
eliminate overcrowding. proliferation of signs, elimination of landscaping. excessive on-site
parking and parking overflow onto the street.

®  The building must bs compatible with the location, design, landscaping and other significant
characteristics of public and private open space in relation to the site and adjacent properties.

¢ The architectural integrity and compatibility with surrounding properties, including siting,
massing, proportion, scale, materials, colors, details, facade treatment, lighting and signage.

L]

Signs should be consistent with the form and materials of the building. Mluminated signs are
not permitted when adjacent to existing residential uses,

®  Mechanical equipment must be screened from public view and sited so as not to cause noise
impacts on adjacent properties,

®  Trash and garbage enclosures must be provided in rear yard areas.
Parking and Circulation

¢  The location and adequacy of off-street parking requirements. Vehicular circulation must take
place on site; backing into the street is not allowed.

*  When possible, parking should be placed in the rear or side of the structure. When parking
must be placed in the front of the structure, parking areas should be kept cut of the minimum
setback if possible and screened from view.

* Landscaping must be installed in areas not designated for parking and circulation. Parking ar-
eas must have landscaping and be screened from public view.

Neighborhood Village Center

Neighborhood Village Centers are places where small-scaled commer-

cial uses, such as a bank, grocery store, drug store, cleaner, and gas sta- ThE

tion, are arranged in a village-like setting that might include a neighbor- !

hood park, pedestrian circulation and public spaces. Thus, a neighbor- ne|g h borh C}{jd
hood village center is envisioned as a compact assortment of conven-

ience—oriented retail stores and Services to address the demands of bUtCher, bakEf,

nearby residents in less urbanized parts of the county. From an urban :
design perspective, sidewalks are important circulation features in Candiesnck
Neighborhood Centers, but even more important is the scale of the roads maker

that serve these arsas. Given its small scale and emphasis on small

stores, a Neighborhood Center would be overwhelmed by wide thor-
oughfares carrying high-speed traffic and instead should rely on more
modestly scaled roadways and tree-lined streets.

Adaptive re-use of existing structures and buildings is encouraged as a focal point.
Predominate Land Use
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® Small-scaled grocery stores, bakeries, cafes and small retail
shops.

® Personal services, such as laundromats, dry cleaners, bar-
ber/beauty shops, and video rental.

*  Professional services such as lawyers, accountants, physicians
and dentists

*  Small churches,
¢  Community services.
Character Area Guidelines

A mneighborhood village center should utilize the “Main Streat”
feel featuring specialty retail and personal services within a
wakable and intimate environment.

Site Design

®  Mix of Uses—The use of low intensity office, services, re-
tail, and integrated residential are all part of the integrated
village center. Residential use is seen as utilizing vertical
portions other parts of the integrated site, and should not oc-
cupy more than 20% of the overall village.

® Convenience Grocery Stores with gasoline sales or any other

business with gasoline sales should meet the following locational standards, unless spacifically
approved by the BOC.

*  Only one such business within a commercial development;

* No more than two such businesses within a Y% mile prox-
Imity to any 4-way intersection (measured from edge of
right-of-way; and

® Buildings should be clustered one and two stories and
should respect the predominate scale of development in the
surrounding area by designing with elements of similar
scale and providing a gradual transition to any larger scaled
masses proposed.

*  Building Design—centers of up to 10,000 square feet, fea-
turing small retail, services and professional offices up
6.000 square feet.

® Similarly, urban design elements such as pedestrian
lights, consistent signage, and landscaping contribute to the
quaint character of Neighborhood Centers and create a sense of place in what may have once
been little more than a crossroads.

®*  The use of coordinated and identified elements such as awnings, varying shingle styles or other
natural materials, archways and fagade landscaping.

Community Village Center

Typically located at the convergence of major transportation corridi
are envisioned, as places where a compatible mixture of higher i
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larger scaled shopping centers, professional offices and services. Mixed-use developments that
combine residential. commercial, service and recreational uses integrated and linked together by a
comprehensive circulation system are encouraged in these nodes. Community village centers in-
clude shopping and service facilities that offer a wide variety of goods and services, including bath
convenience goods for neighbarhood residents and shopping goods for 4 market area consisting of
several neighborhoods. Whereas someone might live near a neighborhood village center but work
outside the county, the commercial village coneept includes a variety of housing options, employ-
ment opportunities, businesses, office, retail shops. services, well-placed parks, plazas and open
spaces that create a community where it is possible to live, work and play. Land use components co-
exist as part of a collective approach to creating communities that are safe, attractive, and convenient
for pedestrians and motorists alike. Natural and historic resources within community village centers
should be enhanced and preserved as a means of defining a distinct identity or sense of place. Tm-
proved connections to natural assets, both pedestrian and vehicular, particularly from existing and
developing higher density residential communities tie the village together. A Community village
center should create a focal point for its surrounding neighborhoods,

Predominaie Land Uses

¢  Shopping Centers containing an anchor such as a grocery or large drug store.

*  Small office complexes such as “office con-
dominiums”, financial institutions with drive-
thru faeilities, places of worship, full service
restaurants and medical/dental ¢linics.

¢  Small residential component, such as lofts. or
residences above ground level office or retail.

¢  Community gathering spaces and institutional
uses, such as libraries, churches and commu-
nity centers.

*  Entertainment and cultural arts should be a
major focus of investment in the village.

Character Area Design Guidelines

Building Design

¢ Buildings should be designed to conform to
architectural standards and oriented in close
proximity to each other to facilitate walking
instead of driving.

®  The design of a building that occupies a pad or
portion of a building within a planned project
or shopping center should share similar design
characteristics and design vocabulary. Precise
replication is not desirable, instead utilizing
similar colors, materials and textures as well
as repeating patterns: thythms and proportions
found within the architecture of other build-
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ings in the center can be wtilized to achieve unity.

Building Type. It is encouraged that buildings be two level connected spaces and a mix of over-
all uses.

Taller buildings or portions of = building should be located internally to a site with buildings

stepping down in height as they reach the edges of the site that are adjoined by smaller scaled
development.

Mix of uses, including integrated residential, The residential portion of the development should
not be more than 35% of the overall development and should be totally integrated into the de-
sign in materials and circulation matters. Mixed use projects that feature vertical integration
(such as ground floor retail with living units above), with an emphasis on greater strest pres-
Ence.

Site Design

The development of urban public parks, plazas and other open space should be integrated into
the overall design.

Community facilities such as schools, branch libraries, and government services, pockel parks
and plazas serve as anchors for community village centers and help to create identity.

Qutdoor dining areas are encouraged and when part of the development program, should be
used to activate plazas, the edges of open space, building frontages and street frontages. Qut-
door dining areas should be oriented away from off—site uses that are sensitive to noise or
nighttime activity.

Access and Parking

Mixed Use Corridor

The mixed-use corridor is a special designated corridor to encom-

Access is provided through a comprehensive system of streets, sidewalks and greenways that in-
tersect at key locations and connect residential areas to commercizl uses.

Parking should be conveniently located with the same pull-right-up, walk-in and walkout con-
venience of traditional shopping centers, while at the same allowing for the buildings and de-
sign features to be in the forefront.

Ground floor pedestrian traffic patterns, compatibility with adjacent street front uses and com-
patibility with any proposed residential usas or residential uses within the vicinity.

Parking should be located to the rear or sides of the development whenever possible.

Transportation Circulation. Whereas transportation efforts in a neighborhood village center
might focus on traffic calming measures along “Main Street.” a community village center pre-
sents greater challenges related to coordinating a variety of al-

lernative transportation opportunities.

Auto Driven
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pass an existing working commercial and light industrial corridor that will be going through transi-
tional use and continued development as transportation improvements are made. Mixed-use devel-
opments incorporating commercial and office uses fronting major commereial corridors of the com-
munity, and light industrial along the Bankhead Highway Corridor.

This corridor relies on major transportation access, particularly from interstates or major arterials, in-
cluding rail access. Similarly. the provision of adequate public services in the form of water, sewer.
and power are critical to the functionality of these areas. This corridor is intendad to create a pleas-
ant, hazard-and-nuisance-free environment and does not create either appreciable nuisance or hazard
to other property. individuals, or the public in general. The purpase of this corridor 1s the creation of
an inviting commercial and mixed-use area. “How does my particular building work in the streat,
and what elements can I add to create an inviting and pleasant environment.”

These corridors are envisioned as destinations for expanded interstate trade opportunities, small
business opportunities and would accommodate higher densities in order to create a synergy between
retail, office, industry, other commercial uses and medium density residential. Development of a
wide range of housing choices can be important to ensuring the viability of these corridors. Such a
mix would enable people to live in ¢close proximity to their workplace. The intent of the mixed-use
cormidor designation is to provide a variety of tracts for heavy commercial uses, light industrial and
employment uses that are limited to office and businzss parks, distribution/service, light industrial,
high-technology and research. wholesaling companies and similar businesses that have no significant
impacts on the environment. When located at the perimeter of a Future Land Use Map Commerce
Carridor area, uses that are lower in intensity and scale to ensure minimal impact to adjacent proper-
ties is required.

From an urban design standpoint, the most critical element in creating a visually appealing mixed-
use corridor is the enforcement of appropriate development standards to ensure adequate site plans
and landscaping. Buffers are critical between incompatible uses and guidelines that address signage
and lighting will help te mitigate the negative impacts of a high concentration of commercial uses

Primary Land Uses

*  Light industrial (only within the Bankhead Highway Corridor).
®  Hotels and mixed residential uses.

*  Medical and dental offices.

*  Auto oriented services and repair shops.

* Highway type commercial, except for large land consumers such as car dealerships and mini
warehouses

Character Area Guidelines
Site Design

*  Mix of Uses: Corridors are suitable for office buildings, research and development, research
and development activities, restrictive industrial, warehousing, and light manufacturing which
will not have an adverse impact upon the environmental quality of the village. Mixed use pro-
jects that feature vertical integration (such as ground floor retail with living units ahove), with
an emphasis on greater street presence.

®  Make entrances obvious and welcoming. Main entrances should be oriented to the street or in-
ternal plaza and pedestrian ways.

* Restricted light industrial should be located off of secondary roads or industrial park develop-
ments whenever possible.
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The number of restaurants with a drive through, car washes, automobile repair/service, or gaso-
line sales (combined or not combinad with another business) is limited in number to a total of
one per 10 acres or portions therefore.

Drive through windows, menu boards, equipment and associated stacking lanes should be lo-
cated to minimize impacts on adjacent residential areas and should be adequately screened from
public view and view of adjacent sites.

Parking, Circulation and Access

Workplace Center Sh op Work &
b

Considered major employment centers uiilizing a mixture of P] ay in a

commercial, office and some residential uses, these character

areas are located primarily along major transportation con- G reat

nections. Corridor housing would provide a customer base .

for offices, café, restaurants, and retail uses located on the EﬂVirﬂn ment

corridor, and also enhance the safety of the corridors by

maintaining a continuous population base in a location that is

Parking: Decks should be “wrapped™ by retail or residential uses”. The providing of parking in
an adjoining development manner amaong owners and developers of adjoining properties should
be encouraged.

Roadway & Streetscapes—the use of street trees, landscaped medians and improved lighting for
safety and aesthetics.

The parking or storage of trucks, trailers, or containers is prohibited within the minimum front
setback.

Accessory, temporary, outdoor storage of retail goods in containers may be considered in lim-
ited applications, and only when the following items are addressad:

Landscape setbacks are maintained:

Parking is maintained;

Views are blocked with walls or other acceptable method to the County;
Noise and fire concerns are addressed:

Access is maintained; and

The type of container is acceptable to the County.




B[ and Use

typically unpopulated in the evening hours.

From an urban design standpoint, the most critical
element in creating a visually appealing workplace
center is the enforcement of appropriate develop-
ment standards to ensure adequate site plans and
landscaping. Buffers are critical between incom-
patible uses and guidelines that address signage
and lighting will help to mitigate the negative im-
pacts of a high concentration of commercial uses.
Vast amounts of parking and loading/unloading ar-
eas should be screened from view. Where possible
the parking areas should be distributed to two or
more sides of the business to “visually scale down™
the size of the parking lot. Inter-parcel access be-
tween sites should be used whenever possible.
Grouping or “clustering” of shops with co-mingled
parking, landscaping and pedestrian areas in
encouraged

Primary Land Uses

L

“Showplace” operations such as offices and
esearch facilities, sales and show rooms,
medical complexes.

Comprehensive and cohesive unified projects that integrate commercial, office and residential
uses.

High rise office buildings.

Retail, dining. personal business and professional services that support the employment base
and local residents.

Major Commercial shopping, including department stores and “big box” uses that is integrated
into the overall design of the complex.

Warehouse, distribution and wholesaling businesses when transportation facilities are sufficient.
Light industrial uses within planned centers.

Convention hotels. motels.

Characler Area Guidelines

Center Design

Workplace centers should be designed as a coordinated whole, and integrated into surrounding
character of the center. Office and industrial parks are encouraged

A sense of entry or arrive must be created at primary entryways into the development. Building
placement, landscaping, gates, entry monuments. specialty lighting and other design elements
can be used to create this design effect.

Buildings should be designed to conform to architectural standards and oriented in close prox-
imity to each other to facilitate walking instead of driving.

The design of a building that occupies a pad or portion of a building within a planned project or
shopping ¢enter should share similar design characteristics and design vocabulary. Precise rep-
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lication is not desirable, instead utilizing similar colors materials and textures as well as repeat-

ng patterns, and rhythms and proportions found within the architecture of other buildings in the
center can be utilized to achieve unity.

* A transition from low buildings at the site perimeler to larger and taller structures on the interjor
of the site is encouraged.

*  Use lighting to draw attention to window displays, signs, and stors information and buildings
architectural details.

®  Signage should be consistent in scale with other si gns within the corridor/center, and that com-
plement a building’s architecture.

®  Pedestrian scaled signs should be used with fonts and colors that are legible.
Access, Parking and Circulation

®  Where parking structures have a strong relationship to the street or other pedestrian areas, the
lower level of the structure should be activated with pedestrian related improvements, and store-
fronts or alternative uses and enhanced landscape treatment to soften the structure. Other sides
of parking structures should also be landscaped with increasing intensity the more visible the
parking structure is from surrounding uses,

¢ Workplace centers should include pedestrian spaces scaled with respect to the size and demands
of the particular use. The space should incorporate landscaping, shaded areas and seating op-
portunities for customers and employees.

Commerce Center

Under normal circumstances, certain tvpes of
industrial uses and major employment genera-
tors may place heavy demands on public facili-
ties or cause significant impacts on the envi-
ronment. The industrial uses allowed within
the County are not intended to create such
problems or demands. The intent of the Com-
merce Cenler is to provide a variety of tracts
for industrial and employment uses that are
limited to office and business parks, warehouss
centers, distribution/service, large scaled
commercial, light industrial, high-technology
and research, wholesaling companies and similar businesses that have no significant impacts on the
environment. Developments using planned development concepts are encouraged, such as business
parks, campus settings and commercial/industrial mixed-use projects. When located at the perimeter
of a Future Land Use Map Commerce Center ares, uses that are lower in intensity and scale to ensure
minimal impact to adjacent properties is required. In addition, certain commercial uses such as car
dealerships, truck terminals and car washes require careful site planning to minimize curb cuts and
reduce the perception of parking as the primary use.

Primary Land Uses:

* "Highway Commercial” type uses that are integrated into an overall design, such as sales and
show rooimns, storage garages, car and mobile home dealers.

® Large scaled light and general industrial uses, office bui |dings and parks.
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Character Area Guidelines

Related Design to Site and Surroundings

®  The building design and landscaping of any new development should be of a high quality and of

an appearance that will enhance and he compatible with the character of the surrounding area,

e

e ar

B
B ey

!-_-I;-u -:T__ =
i

Internal Circulation

¢ All developments should be designed with internal pedestrian circulation patterns. Sidewalks

are required and should be identified in the design phase and provided for the design process.
These include linkages to individual buildings. neighboring properties and parking. Inter-parcel
site access and shared driveways are desirable between similar uses.

B Intensive Industrial

This area is established to provide for intensive industrial uses such as
landfills, quarries, and other industrial uses that are potential public nui-

sances, are identified as environmentally hazardous or are potentially The Bad,
dangerous lo health, safety or general welfare of the county, These th U |
manufacturing and industrial uses impact the surrounding environment e Q Y,
differently than other industrial uses due to transportation requirements, but

waste storage and disposal. and chemical byproducts from production

and processing. Such uses require a special consideration in order to be N eCcessa ry
located anywhere in the County.
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B Other Land Use Categories

Transportation/Communications/Utilities

This category designates existing electric substations, telephone facilities,
cable TV, transmission towers and satellite downlink operations in the
County. There are no known plans for future locations for such facilities,
which will be considered on a case-by-case basis. The category also in-
cludes all strests and highways in the County.

Parks/Recreation/Open Space

The Parks/Recreation/Open Space land use
classification is for those areas within the
County that has been developed for park or
Tecreation use or is designated open space.
The recreation and park areas illustrated on
the map include neighborhood, community
and regional parks, recreation facilities and golf courses. Not all devel-
oped or needed open space areas are indicated on the Future Land Use
Plan map. Open space is required in all zoning Master Plans submittad
to the County and is required in other developments when necessary to address recreational and aes-
thetic concems, or to create a buffer between different land uses. or as required by the Unified De-
velopment Code. 3 S R e

Public/Institutional

This designation includes sites and facilities in public ownership for
such uses as medical, educational, cultural, governmental, adminis-
trative and protective services, and cemeteries. Churches, though
institutional in character, ar¢ not singled out in this category,; rather,
they are included within the categories of surrounding properties.

Agriculture/Forestry

Two major farms have been identi- ¢
fied in the south end of the county

Undeveloped

There are no areas are designated to
be Undeveloped on the Future Land
Use Plan map. As shown on the Fu-
ture Land Use Table, the County will
be built cut by the year 2025. Al-
though some lands may remain va-
cant and undeveloped by that time, their locations cannot be anticipatad.
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Section VI. Land Use Assessment

Through careful planning, Douglas has positioned itself toward becoming a
designed residential and non-residential projects. Although growth is projected to continue, the
County is maturing. Demand for hoth residential and non-residential development will continue to
be high, in fact, without changes in land use policy and annexation the County will not be able to ac-
commodate projected growth. Over the next few years Douglas will review innovative development
techniques and land use palicies that can potentially accommodate grawth. The challenge for the
County over the next few decades will be to balance the built and non-built environment, while at the

same time continuing to offer amenities such as Greenspace that have created the high quality of life
within the County.

“Signature City" of well-

*  Since 1980, unincorporated Douglas County’s population has more than doubled, increasing hy

105% to an estimated 81,200 today.

Past trends suggest that the population in the unincorporated area could double again, increasing
110% to 170,400 by the year 2025,

* The age group 35 to 54 vears old comprises the largest percentage of the population (32%).
This group statistically is usually single-family homeowners that have school age children,

*  Although currently more than half of the population is comprised of young families with chil-
dren, the mature population with older children is steadily increasing.

As the county's age charactaristics continue to diversify, community facility improvements and
housing should also diversify to meet the wide range of ages and lifestyles.

*  Overall income levels and educational levels are below regional levels,

The County will continue to growth and experience demand pressures due fo its location within
metro Atlanta,

*  The population chapter should serves as the background far other chapters, and provides the
demographic basis for an overall assessment of needs for the county, infrastructure expansion
and investment. determination of residential mix and density, determination of residential and
non-residential mix, and sets the stage for designing the future land use plan map.

B Assessment
¢  There are currently 27,300 jobs among all economic sectors outside of the City of Douglasville.
By the year 2025 the number of jobs could more than double to 67,500, a 148% increase.

*  Douglas County is still primarily a bedroom county to the Metro area. 63% of residents com-
muted outside the county in 2000).

® A strong and diverse economy is important to provide a stable and balanced tax base.

* Commuter patterns suggest that there are limited employment opportunities for upper manage-
ment, professional and skilled employees living within the county.

®  Education levels lag below surrounding counties. Continued economic growth and stability will
depend on increased educational levels for all age groups and degree levels.
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Legitimate start up businesses cannot afford even the low commercial lease rates that Douglas

County has to offer. County needs to develop mechanisms for fledgling companies to effee-
tively do business and get off the ground.

Infrastructure and available land will play a critical role in attracting the appropriate mix of em-
ployment opportunities.

Upwards of 600 acres of additional office and commercially zoned land is needed to accommo-
date future retail and service uses, both of which will be attracted 1o the county by its pepulation
growth and resulting increase in disposable income.

Douglas County Comprehensive Plan Public Review Drafs. June 2004
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11. Plan Implementation

B [ntroduction

The previous chapters provided a basic inventory and an assessment of needs related to the eight
elements of the Douglas County’s Comprehensive Plan: population; economic development; hous-
ing, natural resources, historic and cultural resources; community facilities and services; transporta-
tion; intergovernmental coordination, land use and implementation. However, without an overall
strategy for implementation, the Plan’ s goals and strategies will not be realized. This element merges
and coordinates the goals and strategies arising from the separate plan elements into an overal im-
plementation strategy to direct the Plan over the next 20-years. Complementing this long-term im-
plementation strategy is the Five-Year Short Term Work Program. The Short Term Work Program
sets out specific actions and time frames for the next five years to implement the Plan—who is sup-
pose to do what, when and where the money is coming from.

Lastly, this chapter sets out provisions for annual review, amendment and updating the Plan as time
goes by and changes occur, whether or not anticipated in the forecasts of future development or in
the County’ s vision for the future.

B |mplementation Process

Communication: The first step in the implementation process is communication. However, to fully
communicate the values of the planning process, the Board of Commissioners and Planning Com-
mission have been fully apprised of the Plan’s overall goas, facility needs and the strategies neces-
sary to address these needs. This communication step is not limited to the policy makers but has been
extended to the citizens and businesspersons in the community as well. The public is aware of the
processes involved to create the Comprehensive Plan, how they can contribute to the process, and
how the plan will be implemented.

Formal Adoption: The second step was formal adoption by the Board of Commissioners and Plan-
ning Commission after two public hearings were held. The Planning Commission and Board of
Commissioners will then use the Comprehensive Plan as a guide for making decisions that will affect
future growth in Douglas County. Unless the goals and strategies are accepted and embraced by the
Board of Commissioners, the planning commission, residents, and business interests, the Compre-
hensive Plan will havelittle value.

Continuous Monitoring: To ensure that the Comprehensive Plan remains a useful tool for guiding
growth, it will be monitored for its impact and modified periodically to reflect changing community
conditions. As part of plan implementation, the Plan’s Five-Y ear Short Term Work Program isto be
updated annually and extended into another year to maintain the five-year horizon.
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B |[mplementation Tools

Management and Regulatory

Unified Development Code

Douglas County recently transformed the County’s zoning ordinance, subdivision regulations and
other land use regulatory controls into a Unified Development Code (UDC). The UDC combines
and consolidates all phases of the land development process from the zoning of a piece of property to
the actual development of this property. Like its predecessor (the zoning ordinance), the UDC will
continue to regulate the use of thelot, lot size, building bulk and height, and setbacks. In addition, it
will regulate the manner in which land may be subdivided to ensure that each subdivision meets
standards as to minimum block and lot sizes, streets, relationship to existing streets, and provisions
for open space, schools, and other public facilities and the protection of natural resources. The UDC
is avaluable and necessary tool for the implementation of the Comprehensive Plan and for the crea-
tion of quality developments within Douglas County.

Water Quality

The Douglasville/Douglas County Water & Sewer Authority (WSA) has recently taken over the re-
sponsibility of monitoring both soil & erosion control and stormwater facilities within Douglas
County, including the City of Douglasville. WSA will continue to work on protecting water quality
be implementing its Stormwater Management Plan. WSA will also continue to act as Douglas
County’ s representative in the ongoing North Georgia Water Planning District Plan.

Detailed Planning Studies

Detailed plans, such as a Solid Waste Management Plan, Park and Recreation Plan, Greenspace Plan,
Capital Faculties Plan or a Comprehensive Transportation Plan, are adopted as implementing meas-
ures of the Comprehensive Plan. In addition the County will advance on several small area studies
within the county as outlined in the STWP, such as the Lithia Springs Town Center Study, The
Bankhead Highway Redevel opment Corridor, and the Post Road Interchange Study. These are more
detailed planning studies for specific elements within the Plan. However, all facility improvements
recommended by these plans will conform to the overall Comprehensive Plan.

I ncentives

The County can implement incentives to encourage certain types of private development that will
contribute significantly to the public good. Several development options that promote good design
and protection of natural resources and an overal streamlining of the regulatory process has been
one of the focuses of the new UDC.

Fiscal

Capital Improvements Program

The Douglas County Capital Improvements Program (CIP) provides the link between the planning
effort and the operational budget of the County. Capital improvement programming is the scheduling
of selected physical plans and facilities over a five-year period. These improvements are based on
level of service needs, stated priorities, and the present and expected financia capabilities of the
County.
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Fiscal Programs

The County will continue to investigate a range of tools to deal with the fiscal impacts of develop-
ment, including impact fees, adequate public facility standards, and fiscal impact assessment re-
guirements. The Capital Improvements Plan and Level of Service standards could provides the basis
for substantiating impact fees in the community when and if the County chooses to develop a pro-
gram. Other financial tools may include continued SPLOST funding and available state and federal
grants.

These tools will help to ensure that new development is of atype and quality that does not under-
mine the fiscal health of the city and county.

Capital Investment

The county is committed to providing infrastructure and services in areas targeted for devel opment
in the comprehensive plan. Major transportation improvements, public water and sewer investment
will be aimed at providing services to areas of medium density and commercial and industrial devel-
opment.

B Public Awareness and Cooperation

I nter agency/inter gover nmental Cooper ation

The County’s 10" Year Comprehensive Plan Update paved the way for an increase in cooperation
among internal departments, outside agencies and the municipalities within the county limits. Dur-
ing this process the County met with other governing bodies to develop a cooperative working rela-
tionship and the sharing of mutual information. Agency heads from the Board of Education, The
Development Authority, and the Water and Sewer Authority were members of the Citizen Stake-
holder Committee that participated extensively on both the County’s UDC and Comprehensive Plan
Development. Monthly meetings were held throughout the planning process with the City of Doug-
lasville to discuss coordination of land use, annexation policy, infrastructure investment and service
delivery. Continued coordination efforts between the City of Douglasville and Douglas County will
result a Countywide Comprehensive Transportation Plan and the Expansion of public Water and
Sewer through WSA.

Citizen I nvolvement

Citizen involvement was critical in the development of this comprehensive plan Update. A compre-
hensive plan that is written in a vacuum will not accurately identify the goals and needs of the citi-
zens of the community. The Douglas County Board of Commissioners, Planning Commission and
Development Services Staff all recognize that citizen involvement would be important in the plan-
ning process. ThisPlan and its related UDC were developed utilizing open public forums, a diverse
stakeholders committee and media outlets to gather input, comments and an understanding of the is-
sues. The development of a countywide Vision has been integrated throughout individual elements,
and provides the foundation for the land use element and future land use plan map and this imple-
mentation strategy. Douglas County’s long history of involving its citizens within the planning
process is expected to continue with the creation of a devel opment review committee, DERK and the
initiation of the Countywide Comprehensive Transportation Plan.
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Goalsand Strategies

The following goals reflect the assessment of existing conditions and desired future results discussed
in the various chapters of this Plan, coupled with the advice and guidance generated through the in-
tensive public participation program. The underlying principle of the goals is to reach the vision of
Douglas County as addressed in the Introduction Chapter of this Comprehensive Plan.

Economic Development Goal ... strengthen and sustain the economic base of

Douglas County.

Strategiesthat will address these needsinclude...

Continue to coordinate with, provide vital economic information to, and support the Douglas
County Chamber of Commerce and Development Authority, its existing Industries Committee
and local businesses and industries towards the retention of existing businesses and the attrac-
tion of new businesses.

Enhance overall quality and attractiveness of Douglas County by increasing cultural amenities,
striving to strengthen services, improving the education system, maintaining the physical integ-
rity of structures and the physical environment and to provide districts for executive housing op-
tions.

Maintain and periodically update a commercial area database linked to a GIS system that would
utilize primary data and secondary data collected from business licenses, appraisal data and lo-
cal real estate data.

Coordinate transportation planning efforts with land use planning so that efficient and ordered
linkages are developed and access to such facilities is available to those with and without pri-
vate transportation.

Review proposals for industrial development based on potential tax revenues, service expendi-
tures, and quality of worker, infrastructure availability and environmental effects.

Require developers to perform afiscal and environmental impact analysis on each large devel-
opment.

Establish an education roundtable to discuss ways to maintain and improve the quality of the
public education system.

Encourage the development of alocal apprenticeship program that provides technical, mechani-
cal, and crafts experience to local children.

Establish a tourism committee of the County, the Chamber of Commerce, and the Devel opment
Authority, which, as part of its mandate, will establish and maintain contacts with key members
of the tourism industry, the Georgia Department of Tourism and Trade, and others, and make
recommendations for incentives to attract tourism-related industries to the County.

Natural and Scenic Resources Goal ... Preserve, protect and nurturethe qualities of

the natural and historic environment of the County.

Strategiesthat will address these needsinclude...
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Encourage development patterns and land use, which enables the County to protect, enhance
and preserve senditive areas, through identification of sensitive areas on the Future Land Use
Plan Map, and the appropriate development regulations to ensure such protection.

Promote best management practices that limit soil erosion from agricultural operations, com-
mercial and residential development sites, and the promotion of tree protection.

Protect water quality including those sources used for drinking water, recreational activities, and
other water bodies such as Non-watershed Rivers; streams and creeks by meeting or exceeding
minimum state standards for water supply watersheds and groundwater recharge areas.

Protect and preserve viable agricultural lands, wetlands, steep slopes and ridgelines, and other
environmentally sensitive areas from incompatible activities and development, and mature trees
during the development process and other land disturbance activities.

Develop an overall countywide environmental improvement and maintenance effort coordinated
with efforts a the regional level, state and federal levels.

Actively reduce the solid waste stream within the county.

Ensure the integrity of those historic and archaeological resources found in Douglas County to
ensure that they are not removed from the County without permission.

Enhance the County’ s Greenspace plan so that sensitive natural areas are identified and acquire
land with the intent of developing public parks or preserves. Encourage the protection of sensi-
tive areas through innovative land use techniques and conservation easements.

Continue the actions of the Open Space Committee/Task Force to advance the open space goals
of the County, including increasing the awareness of County residents of the codes and ordi-
nances in place to maintain and protect open space, mature trees and natural areas.

Review and evaluate local government codes and ordinances, and enforcement procedures tar-
geted to the prevention and enforcement of illegal waste disposal activities.

Survey locations of point source pollution outfalls emptying into local water resources in order
to target these locations for control or elimination

Historic Resour ces Strategies...Preserve and protect historic and cultural resour ces
within the county.

As part of the development process provide for the protection for historic and archaeol ogical
sites and structures considered important to the community.

Establish guidelines for the excavation of historically and archaeologically important sites
within the County.

Encourage and promote educational efforts designed to enlighten the public concerning the
value and importance of local historic and archaeological resources.

Public Facilitiesand Services Goal ... provide for efficient, effective and high quality
public facilities and servicesfor the citizens and businesses of Douglas County.

Develop a capital facilities plan according to existing capacity, preferred level of service and
projection of need calculated within the Capital Facilities Chapter of this Comprehensive Plan.
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Implement the 20-year Capital Improvement Plan through the annual STWP and budget proc-
€sS.

New development will be served with public faculties that meet or exceed established level of
service standards.

Fair and predictable standards will be developed for alocating infrastructure costs between ar-
eas of the county.

Sanitary sewer services will be target as a priority to areas with business and industry potential,
such as areas along major transportation routes.

Sanitary sewer services will generally be provided to new residential development other than
low-density rural residential uses, in support of land use goals related to efficient growth and in
furtherance of water conservation goals.

The County will complete a master parks plan and identify future park sites and faculties will
meet or exceed acceptable levels of service standards for parks and recreation facilities.

The county will that promote alinked system of parks and opOen spaces.

The County will ensure that al residents have accessto cultural opportunities, facilities and pro-
grams.

Optimize efficiency and effectiveness of services through the coordination of land use planning
and infrastructure financing.

To ensure a variety of passive and active park, open space and recreational facilities and oppor-
tunities are available and accessible to all residents of the County.

Continue to utilize and update as necessary design and construction criteria for al new public
and private facilities, additions and modifications to existing facilities, and require compliance
with or exceed all local, state, and federal standards including the Americans with Disabilities
Act.

Implement and update the maintenance action plan for all County facilities to ensure maximum
utilization of existing facilities.

Evaluate the delivery of public servicesin relation to current and projected demand as part of a
20-Y ear Public Service Action Plan.

Work with WSA to coordinate future land use, population and employment projections and the
location and capacity of line extensions.

Use water conservation techniques to conserve and wisely utilize water resources through the
establishment of educational and public relations mechanisms focusing on the conservation and
efficient utilization of local water resources.

The County will explore standards for ensuring that public facilities and services are available
concurrently with development that require such faculties.

The county will explore adding fiscal impact analysis requirements to their development codes
to establish a solid foundation for fairly allocating infrastructure costs.

The county will continue to maintain and upgrade existing infrastructure to accommodate and
encourage infill and redevel opment within its boundaries.

The county will explore a maintenance and enforcement program for septic systems to ensure
that such systems adequately function in afashion that protects public health and water quality.
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Solid Waste

Promote recycling activities concurrent with the Douglasville/Douglas County Solid Waste Plan
and regional, State and Federal guidelines, continue to identify additional markets for recycled
products, and target recycled products as a percentage of total purchases.

Maintain and enhance current efforts by private citizens and governmental agencies to clean up
litter.

Continue to utilize inmate and community service labor to clean up trash and litter

Continue to emphasi ze education and public relations activities to increase awareness of current
programs to reduce the solid waste stream even further, including source reduction, composting,
recycling and personal waste reduction programs, as well as the implications of non-
compliance.

The County shall continue to promote solid waste reduction through the purchase of recycled
materials where feasible.

Public Safety Strategies...

Develop a comprehensive public safety plan for the County based on existing capacity, pre-
ferred level of service and future demand.

Require inclusion of public safety infrastructure (such as fire hydrants, adequate fire flow pres-
sure, and emergency aces routes) in development plans.

Update, and revise where necessary the Board of Health Strategic Plan to meet projected needs
as identified in the Community Facilities Chapter of this Comprehensive Plan. Continue to im-
plement the Board of Health Strategic Plan.

Update as necessary the Parks and Recreation Master Plan based on the current assessment and
statement of needs as identified within this plan, for active parks, recreational facilities and pas-
sive open space.

Utilize the Greenspace program to target lands within small water supply watersheds such as the
Dog River, Bear Creek, and Anneewakee Creek watersheds, and other environmentally sensi-
tive areas as potential locations for passive recreation.

Continue to integrate pedestrian and bicycle trail linkages from residential and commercial ar-
eas to parks, open space and other recreational facilities through the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan
component of the Comprehensive Plan’s Transportation and Thoroughfare Plan.

Cultural and Library Strategies...

Increase the offering of, and participation in cultural events, programs, and organizations. Con-
sider the development of cultural institutions in Douglas County such as a performing arts cen-
ter, art museum, concert hall, history museum, and other institutions.

Complete a master parks plan to identify the amount and type of parkland that will meet or ex-
ceed the acceptable level of service standards as established in the Community Facilities Chap-
ter of this plan.

Promote a linked and accessible system of parks, recreational areas and open spaces that will
provide connectivity throughout the county.

Educational Strategies...
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Communicate and coordinate with Board of Education concerning future growth areas and the
County’s plans for provision of public schools to meet future capacities. Identify future school
districts on the Future Land Use Plan.

Coordinate development and forecast information to promote coordinated timing of infrastruc-
ture, growth and educational needs.

Continue to promote local opportunities for human resource development and employee train-
ing.

Transportation Goal ... provide a comprehensive and coor dinated multi-modal

transportation system which will provide multiple optionsfor safe, convenient,
environmentally friendly, and efficient inter-County and intra-County mobility to all
residents and employees within the county.

Actively plan for improvements to the local transportation system through a regional, collabora-
tive context involving other cities and counties, the GA DOT and the Atlanta Regional Com-
mission.

Develop and implement alternative modes of transportation in addition to the auto that will bet-
ter serve the public and achieve regional, state and federally established transportation goals and
air quality standards.

Proactively increase transportation infrastructure capacity, safety, accessibility, efficiency and
mobility in the context of the Future Land Use Plan Map.

Minimize negative social and environmental impacts due to transportation facilities on residen-
tial neighborhoods, adjacent land uses, the County as awhole, and the region in general.

Address the need for aviation facilities.

Budget annually for transportation projects and develop new and innovative sources of funds
for both locally programmed projects and use as leverage to obtain state and federal funding.

Implement a street beautification program to improve and enhance the aesthetic environment of
the roadway network in residential, commercial and industrial areas.

Continue to encourage transit, high occupancy vehicle lane development, and ridesharing pro-
grams with express bus service to key employment destinations on alocal and regional level.

Housing Goal ... Achieve an appropriate mix of housing opportunitiesfor current

and futureresidents.

Based on the inventory and assessment presented above, the County needsto...

Foster a variety of housing options including a variety of housing type, size, price, density and
site conditions to meet every market niche through the use of innovative development tech-
niques, such as mixed-use villages, loft development and master planned devel opments.

Maintain, protect and enhance the viability, character and identity of established neighborhoods,
communities and rural settlements.

Carefully consider appropriate types of redevelopment and infill land uses to ensure compatibil-
ity.
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Perform a comprehensive housing market analysis to determine housing need and types of
homes in demand.

Develop aresidential district that would include a minimum unit size, and quality design stan-
dards appropriate for move-up and executive housing options.

Utilize innovative, state-of-the art residential construction techniques that will achieve econo-
mies of scale maintain or lower costs, yet not compromise quality.

Include additional requirements such as sidewalks, parks and open space, common area im-
provements, and other features that add to the quality of the residential development. Establish
minimum regquirements for sidewalks, parks and community amenities within large-scale subdi-
visions and master planned devel opments.

Develop loan, grant, incentive and educational programs for home maintenance and repair tar-
geted toward the elderly and blighted areas of the county.

Maintain code enforcement efforts in areas of low and moderate-income housing. Establish tar-
get areas for implementation of maintenance and rehabilitation strategies.

Land Use Goal ... coordinate land use patterns and infrastructure planning in order
to provide an efficient, equitable, and compatible distribution of land usesin Douglas
County.

Based on the inventory and assessment presented above, the County needsto...

Ensure that future land use and development decisions are consistent with long range planning
goals and policies and that such decisions promote social and economic well-being.

Growth will generally be directed toward existing or planned service areas and away from rural
areas with planned lower levels of services and a dependence on public wells and/or septic sys-
tems. Allowable densities will be reduced in rural areas that cannot be efficiently serviced.

Infrastructure will be target as priorities to areas suitable for commercial, industry and business
uses, but new residential uses (other than low density rural residential) will also be directed to
areas that can be efficiently served with sanitary sewers.

Require comprehensive plan consistency and infrastructure concurrency during the rezoning
and development review process.

Encourage innovative development techniques to provide for a mix of uses in appropriate loca
tions.

Ensure compatibility between differing land uses and protect existing development from in-
compatible uses when making land use decisions.

Develop an effective strategy for the gradual elimination of non-conforming land uses.

Encourage the reuse and revitalization of obsolete or underutilized commercia or industrial fa-
cilitiesthat isin conformance with local land use regulations.

Accommodate the year 2025 population and employment projections.

Ensure consistency of the Zoning Map with the Future Land Use Map designations through re-
zoning.

Establish an urban growth boundary beyond which no additional dense or urban scale develop-
ment can occur, with the exception of neighborhood serving commercial.
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Seek and maintain urban growth boundaries agreements with adjacent governments.

Use infrastructure as a tool to guide development into locations where the land is most cost ef-
fectively serviced (i.e., accessibleto police, fire, water, sewer and the urban road network).

Adopt public service and facility standards that ensure new development will only be approved
when the facilities to serve it will be concurrently available.

Monitor development’s (including undevel oped areas zoned and / or platted) impact on existing
or future infrastructure and public facilities capacities.

Encourage creative urban design solutions for development within the County, such as mixed-
use projects, village oriented centers and other innovative site planning techniques, such as
TNDs, conservation subdivisions and TODs.

Target higher density residential development in areas where adequate transportation facilities
and commercial or public facilities exist or are planned.

Limit development in environmentally sensitive or unsuitable areas.

Provide transitions in intensity, scale, density and land use between high and low-density land
uses as a key tool in decision-making.

Develop subdivisions that foster a sense of community and promote pedestrian mobility, com-
munity recreation and an abundance of public open space.

Support a cohesive approach to providing retail sales and service nodes within the County
thereby avoiding strip commercia patterns along arterial routes; these nodes would be devel-
oped near existing and planned transportation routes and connections on a scale that is compati-
ble with residential development and pedestrian access.

Encourage the establishment of community oriented activity or village centers as focal points
for the various communities within Douglas County.

B Short Term Work Program

The Short Term Work Program (or STWP) is attached at the end of this chapter. The STWP pre-
sents a schedule of specific actions that the County intends to take during each of the coming five
years to address its needs ant to implement its strategies for Douglas County. The STWP includes
the following:

A description of initiatives and programs to be put in place over each of the next five years, in-
cluding cost estimates and alternative funding sources where applicable.

A description of major capital improvements or infrastructure expansions proposed by the
County over each of the next five years, including cost estimates and alternative funding
sources where applicable.

A description of administrative systems, regulatory measures or land development regulations
to be adopted or amended over each of the next five years.

B Managing the Plan

To be auseful and influential tool in guiding growth and devel opment in the future, and in ultimately
realizing Douglas County’s vision for the future, the Plan must be kept current. Over time, changes
will occur in the county that may not have been anticipated and over which the County may have no
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control—changing lifestyles, national or regional economic shifts, the impact of telecommuting or
internet access on working and shopping patterns, etc. Annually monitoring these shifts against pro-
gress in Plan implementation may lead to the need for amendments to the Plan. In addition, the State
has certain requirements for amendments and updates that must be followed. All of these issues are
addressed below.

Annual Plan Review
The annual review is to be accomplished in coordination with the annual budgeting process. At a
minimum, the annual review will consider:

Apparent changes in the pace of growth, in terms of housing units built and land absorbed by
nonresidential devel opment.

Land development approvals over the past year in light of realization of the Comprehensive
Plan Design Guidelines (as applicable).

Zoning approvals over the past year in relation to the Future Land Use Map.
Planned Short Term Work Program activities compared to actual accomplishments.

The plan outlines recommendations to cope with anticipated changes in Douglas County. The
adopted plan serves as a policy guide for local growth and development. To be carried out, the fol-
lowing steps need to be taken:

Review current development regulations

Annually review the Unified Development Code and other county regulations to ensure that the plan
is being properly implemented.

Administer and Enfor ce Regulations

Continue to enforce the Unified Development Code, the Capital Facilities Plan and the Future Land
Use Plan Map as the roadmap to the county’s desired land use patterns.

Update the Capital | mprovements Plan and Budget

A part of the Capital Improvements Plan and Budget process, it is very important to identify future
sites or at least general locations for community facilities such as parks, libraries, etc. as early as
possible using the guidelinesin the Plan. Early acquisition of sites minimizes ultimate land costs and
permits the best sites for community facilities to be obtained before other development occurs.
Capital facilities programming should be in conjunction with outlined land use patterns on the Future
Land Use Plan Map and policies within this plan. The Capital Improvement Planning and budgeting
process should include:

=  Preparation of a detailed capital improvements plan and budget including the following ele-
ments:

» Detailed Project descriptions.
=  Location of desirable sites.
»  Schematic Layouts of buildings and sites
= Construction cost estimates
= Prepare aschedule, program and budget including the following elements:
=  Design and construction schedule

»  Possible grant funding
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= Staff operation and maintenance costs
=  Fiveyear capital budget
Obtain Fundsfor needed improvements.

In additional to local funds, state and federal grants can be used to help pay for local projects. On
the average, al grant programs require some local participation for capital expenses as well as a
commitment for local staffing, maintenance and operational expenses. Alternative funding sources
should be identified during the update to the five-year capital budget program. Alternative sources
that can be utilized include such programs as impact fees, SLOST, bonding and special improvement
districts a complete funding plan should be included in the capital facilities plan.

m Updatesto the Comprehensive Plan

Short Term Work Program

The STWP will be updated annually, reflecting the results of the Annual Plan Review. The STWP
will be extended one year into the future in order to maintain a full five years of future activity, and
any changes appropriate to the other years will be included. No later than 30 days after the end of the
year just completed, the updated STWP will be forwarded to the ARC for their files.

Minor Plan Amendments

As aresult of the Annual Plan Review, amendments to the Plan may be appropriate. If the needed
changes are strictly local and not considered to have an effect on another local government, the
changes may be adopted as a minor amendment to the Plan at any time during the year by Board ac-
tion. At the end of each year, along with the annual update to the STWP, a summary of all minor
amendments is to be sent to the ARC with a statement that the individual and cumulative effects of
the minor amendments do not significantly alter the basic tenets of the approved Plan.

Major Plan Amendments

If, as a result of the Annual Plan Review, conditions or policies on which the Plan is based have
changed significantly so as to alter the basic tenets of the Plan, the County will initiate a major Plan
amendment. The public will be involved in preparation of the Plan amendment to the extent war-
ranted by the degree of change that has occurred. Following State procedural guidelines, a public
hearing will be held to inform the public of the County’ s intent to amend the Plan, and to seek public
participation. The magjor Plan amendment will be submitted to Fulton County and near-by cities for
review in accordance with our agreement under HB 489, and to the ARC for review under the State’s
regquirements, prior to adoption.

Fifth-Year Review and Tenth-Year Plan Update

In accordance with State requirements, the Comprehensive Plan will be given a full update, at a
minimum, in ten years (2011). After five years, however, in 2007, the County will determine if the
Comprehensive Plan needs a major update based on the degree of change in the county that has oc-
curred by that time. If mgjor changes have taken place that have not been incorporated into the Plan
through past amendments, a complete update will be initiated following State procedural guidelines
(which are the same as for adoption of a new Plan).

11-12 Douglas County Comprehensive Plan, Public Review Draft, June 2004
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Douglas County Community Facilities
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N _3
~
L4
L 4
L Z
b
L]
%ézz

O..

F.h..

Legend
® Cemeteries
CD~Mounds

Houses
8 Mills
#  Ferries

Road
snmmnn Traijl

r
@ Trenches_and_Works

7///, Spanish
Prehistoric

W//A Civil War

D countyline
- Wetlands

Incorporated Area




-,

=,

J
J
o~

o
'~ Maxham Road
N\
‘\
;
N‘\
Ny

/ Natural Features: .Water Areas . B <
A . s ]
) Douglas County, Georgia

Douglasville

i

B
& top

e

1
A
%
4
3 -
G s
e . ~
3 \ a0
J |\ RO
{ ey W Skyview Driy, i
kY \aro e §
/
1
J
o
0 RampP
o perstal® 2 '}

ghway,)

(Dallas Hj
——a

e
7

e 20 o
\nerste aus )3
0

SaneT

iy,
N, - &
N ot Hi
£
S Uil
ar
nerstae 20 ReT

)

2

'y 'S
b 5
X 5’/ ot L
S S 8¢
7 8 g
§ H 00Vers
£ 19]
i g Lake
¥ Sl
! & Y
AN o r Road \\ & Youd
Stockmar a«t@ f w_/
—

-
o

/—/ | o
)] e
oo

e

peoy 1S Wb

/ ’
Mann Road

215 uosei

=

<
% Interstate 20 Ramp {7,
2

pe

NS

E‘ N
_____ 3 s "

E ST XXX " » //
LSELRAK R AN
: LRELKES J et

DAY o

020 "

o

KL
o

9508
S

Wt
C
e

oo

O

Georgia Highway gz ¢ 166

o
0“

>

!
(X
&8

7,

%9

¢

-
¢ §
{ R
SN L Y >
- } /
/ 2 / Legend
b ; ,'7 m Chattahoochee River Protection Area boundary
. D County Boundary
— Rivers and Streams

.‘.\\ i
\&»—»-\___/ ﬂﬁ n Incorporated Area
Watershed Boundary
/“ — Roads
/ N : ) "\\_ Groundwater Recharge Areas
Q 4 ? Flood zone
J : i . 100 Year

peod ¥

N

- 500 Year

-,

e m———




N N, P j‘ /) \I
\’\\ — ﬂ/——/ V4 I = - i \\
) . \_// Q (’ N e A \
Natural Features: Conservation Areas hoad VAN WL §
. . F/k—_’_/ ! 5 - ’n////_\w_\\ ) \%%‘lr g //
Douglas County, Georgia Poudaty)e Y A il S
\J //_ p— e ————] Q N /\ G D 4 \Skywew Drive \\\_,)\’/
(\‘ ’
\]\“\,—"\\ g‘ ;P/ o
§I( ‘:l" v a{;‘ v" "':
§¢’ foovers
; Lake i
; , N
//’\\/\\ )') ]
-
/ !
J )
S~ |
= A
é ~
7 \\
\ S
3 2
\__
\ 5J) y : LG
“\ ) . _ L /[j_ \
//I [ Dorset Shoals Road ;f
| = B Legend
l ‘
J .
{ - Stream
/ &
A ‘ || Lakes
)
('{ County Boundary
o~ Roads
\\\J,/// > |\
\ Flood zone
100 Year

B 500 Year

Slope %
<20%

- B > 20%

Incorporated Area

05 025 0 0.5
Miles

watersheds

Wetland

5

g
\3 I

@ ' 2
2 H
2 o
B g N\, o

81 S \\\K

& e

- AN
Naay e




	DouglasCompChapters1to4
	DouglasCompChapters5to8
	DouglasCompChapters9to11
	DouglasCompLandUseMaps
	DouglasCompOtherMaps



