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This plan was prepared by the Top of Alabama Regional Council of Governments.

Town of Gurley, Alabama
US Highway 72 Corridor Study

About TARCOG

Established by a local initiative in 1968, the Top of Alabama Regional Council of Governments (TARCOG) aims to
identify and address common regional issues, opportunities, and challenges of the Northeast Alabama’s municipali-
ties and counties. TARCOG serves as Substate Planning District Twelve and the Area Agency on Aging. The govern-
ments of five northeast Alabama counties, DeKalb, Jackson, Limestone, Madison, and Marshall, and the municipal-
ities located in these counties make up TARCOG. TARCOG helps local governments by obtaining funding for local
government assistance, coordinating local governments’ responses to regional issues, and providing a wide range
of services to the region’s governments and residents. This document was prepared and designed by the TARCOG
Department of Economic Development and Planning (ED&P).
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The Town of Gurley Corridor Study was
prepared by the Top of Alabama Re-
gional Council of Governments (TAR-
COQG) forthe Town of Gurley, Alabama
with the assistance of the Gurley Cor-
ridor Study Steering Committee. This
plan was initiated by the Town of Gur-
ley Planning Commission, via resolution
by the Town of Gurley City Council.
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Lhapter One

Introduction

A
40 TARCOG
JER . 2

Map showing the Town of Gurley's proximity to Huntsville and Scottsboro along US
Highway 72.

Purpose
Located in the southern foothills of the Appalachian Mountains,

Gurley, Alabama is situated within the beautiful Paint Rock Valley
in North Alabama. Gurley is approximately seven miles from the
edge of the City of Huntsville’s city limits along US Highway 72, but
roughly one mile as the crow flies to touch Huntsville's City Limits
across the Flint River as they are currently situated. The community
is bordered by the Flint River to the west and by the Paint Rock
River to the east.

When the US Highway System was developed and US Highway
72 was brought through Gurley, Alabama in the late 1960’s and
early 1970’s, It helped convey individuals to work within the City
of Huntsville, which was also growing due to the impact of NASA
and the relocation and introduction of Wernher von Braun in the

US HWY 72 Corridor Study

1950’s. In addition to expediting commute times,
the US Highway also divided the Town of Gurley in
half. On the northern side of the highway one can
find the Railroad, the Town Hall, Public Library, Town
Park, and the historic downtown commercial district.
The southern side of the highway in general contains
industrial uses, residential housing, and the recreation
center.

More recently, as the City of Huntsville- and Madison
County as a whole- continue to grow and attract new
economic and development opportunities, the Town
of Gurley needs to prepare itself for the impact of this
potential growth and population increase. Officials
and local stakeholders understand that the location
of one maijor industry near Gurley could significantly
impact the Town without the proper preparation. In
addition, the sustained residential growth of nearby
neighborhoods and new Huntsville suburbs place
increasing pressure on the town's infrastructure and
land use patterns. With this in mind, the Town of Gurley
had developed a phased approach to addressing
potential impacts to current growth patterns. The
first step in the Town's approach is to assess the US
Highway 72 corridor in regards to existing usage and
potential impacts from increased development.

The Town of Gurley and the Alabama Department of
Transportation (ALDOT) worked with SAIN Associates
to produce an agreed upon Access Management
Planin 2008. It was mutually adopted in 2014. While this
plan has been in place since 2014, few of the access
management solutions have been implemented. This

Page | 4

FINAL COPY



Introduction

FINAL COPY

corridor study was intended
to assess the existing condition
of the US Highway 72 Corridor,
and develop a long-term vision
for the corridor focusing on
land-use, infrastructure, and
safety, based on community
input, data, and real-world
conditions.

Methodology

To better understand the
outcomes of the study, a
brief overview of the data
collection is included.

The process was driven by
public input and feedback.
The Town initially identified
a steering committee,
a diverse group of local
individuals that provided
support and guidance
throughout the study and
are representative of the
Town as a whole. The
individuals included within
the steering committee are
identified atthe beginning of
this document. The Steering
Committee provided
various forms of feedback,

US HWY 72 Corridor Study

STRENGTHS

What is done well along the
corridor? What unique
resources are emphasized?

Convenient access to
Huntsville & Scottsboro
Connects |-65 with |-75
Under-developed

Hwy 72 in decent shape &
recently paved

New Loop Road proposed ($65
Million)

Good capacity currently
Potential for impactful site
development in Salty Bottom
Spectrum High Speed Internet
availability

Sewer available

Planned route of Singing River
Trail

WEAKNESSES

What could be improved
along the corridor? What
areas have fewer resources
than others?

Access issues- Too many access
points

Not safe (lack of deceleration
lanes)

Crossing four lanes of traffic with
no light

Not well designed

Splits town into two sides
Collects surface water during &
after heavy rains

Ugly- no coherent development
No town-wide plan for
development

State Highway- Under ALDOT
Control

Lack of Traffic Signal

No legal method for pedestrians
to cross HWY 72 (bike/pedestrian)
Lack of walkability

Development pressures
(current/status quo is not
sustainable)

Too much on/off highway (need
more access roads)

Dark- dangerous intersections
{turning/access)

SWOT Analy5|s

What opportunities are open

to the corridor?

Undeveloped Land
Undeveloped Land can lead to
increased tax revenue

Vacant buildings/land can lead to
new uses

Quality of Life

new retail/restaurants
Doctor/clinic

Walmart/Lowes (big Box Store)
Grocery Store (Kroger)
Recreational (SRT/ Kayaking/
Bicycling)

North Alabama Kayaking
Association needs RV Parks/
Hotels/ lodging

Improved Ramps/ Parking near
Little Cove for Kayaking

Sports Fields/ Recreation Complex
Good Visibility on HWY 72
Railroad Proximity

THREATS

What threats could harm
the corridor?

HWY 72 is not set up to handle
increased traffic in its current
state/ design

HWY 72 not set up to handle
alternate modes of
transportation

Lack of funding

law enforcement limitations
Unanticipated development-
propelling growth in
unforeseen ways

Lack of coordinated
development aesthetic
(look/feel)

Loss of hometown/ small town
feel

Loss of land (reallocation)
Flooding/ Storm-water
Management

County- Unincorporated/ Not
maintained or kept up

Steering Committee SWOT Analysis results.

Page | 5
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Introduction

@
but most notable was a SWOT analysis which is included within this
chapter. The SWOT analysis looked at the strengths, weaknesses, The Town's median household income
opportunities, and threats along the US Highway 72 Corridor. according to the 2020 American Community

Additionally, public meetingswere held that presented information
for both stakeholders (those who own property or businesses
along the corridor) and the general public (those who live in
Gurley or are interested in the development of Gurley and how
it may impact their lives or interests). These meetings utilized an
interactive survey with questions largely derived from the Steering
Committee’s SWOT analysis. The results to these questions along
with accompanying data were utilized to complete this report.

Demographics

The Town of Gurley is a relatively small town with a
population of roughly 816 per the 2020 Decennial Census.
The median age of residents within Gurley is 39 years old,
with 17% of the total population 65 years in age or older.

The average family size within the Town of Gurley is 3.07 according
to the 2020 American Community Survey. Family is defined
by the US Census Bureau as a group of two people or more
(one of whom is the householder) related by birth, marriage,
or adoption and residing together; all such people (including
related subfamily members) are considered as members of one
family. The average household size in Gurley is 2.47. Household is
defined by the US Census Bureau as all the people who occupy
a housing unit, including the related family members and all the
unrelated people, if any, such as lodgers, foster children, wards,
or employees who share the housing unit. A person living alone in
a housing unit, or a group of unrelated people sharing a housing
unit such as partners or roomers, is also counted as a household.

US HWY 72 Corridor Study

Survey (ACS) is $46,667. This is slightly below
the Statewide median Household income for
Alabama in the same year, which was $52,035.

The Civilian Labor Force is composed of 48% of the
population. There is roughly a 3% unemployment
rate within Gurley. Of those employed, 25.7% are
employed within the “Educational Services, Health
Care and Social Assistance” industry. This is followed
by 13.9% of the population employed within the
“Professional, scientific, and management, and
administrative and waste management services”.

Looking at location of employment, 2019 US Census
Data provided through its “On the Map” tool shows
that 17 individuals live and work within the Town of
Gurley. An additional 326 of those who are employed
live in Gurley but are employed outside the town limits.
299 individuals live outside the Gurley town limits and
commute into the Town for employment. Since these
individuals live outside the Gurley town limits, they are
not included in the Town’s population count. While
these numbers are slightly outdated in comparison
to the 2020 ACS data (which is unavailable
with this tool), it can generally be summarized
that the employment patterns would be similar.

Looking at additional data provided by the 2020 ACS,
it can be seen that the majority, or 95%, of individuals

Page
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Demographics

816 366 232 247 3.07 17.3%
TotaI. Total Housing Total Average I_—|ouseho|d Averagg Family Percent Poverty
Population Units Households Size Size Rate
2% 45.0% $46,667 39 27.4 8.9%
Bachelor’s Degree Employment Median Household Median Age Mean Travel Time No Health Insurance
or Higher Rate Income (Years) to Work (minutes) Coverage
Total Annual Household Income within Town of Gurley Population by Age in the Town of Gurley, Alabama

Data Source: US Census Bureau ACS 2020 Estimates (DP03) Data Source: US Census Bureau ACS 2020 Estimates [DPDS)

15 to 19 years 5.20%
drive their own vehicle alone to work. Roughly 4%
of the population within Gurley carpools to work. e
55 to 59 years 8.20% ‘

Gaining an understanding of what the population _

oy .. . . 60 to 64 7.50%
within the Town Limits looks like provides a good i
depiction of the population that utilizes the | s

study area on a regular basis. This can help
provide context for which solutions should be
applied once specific issues are identified and
prioritized.

US HWY 72 Corridor Study Page | 7

Less than 510,000
$10,000 to $14,999
$15,000 to $24,999
$25,000 to $34,999
$35,000 to $49,999
$50,000 to $74,999
$75,000 to $99,999

$100,000 to $149,999

$150,000 to $199,999
$200,000 or more
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Employment by Industry within the Town of Gurley, Alabama
Data Source: US Census Bureau ACS 2020 Estimates {DP03)
30,00%
25.70%
25.00%
0,00%
15,00%
12.90%
4.90% 2.90%
10.00% 9.40%
BAO%
7.50%
5.00% 450 s00%
3.00%
- 200%
& Note: Overlay arrows do not indicate
directionality of worker flow between
5.00% - home and employment locations.
Comstruction  Manufacturing  Whalessletrade  Retalltrade  Transportationand  Ifarmation Finance and services, Arts, Other services, Public Employediene Live
warehousing, and insurance, and real  scientific, and  and health care and and recreation, and  except public adménistration Employed in Selection Area,
utilities estate and rental and and Live Outside 2 "On the Map"
and leasing adrinistrative and food services Live in Selection Area,
waste managemant Employed Outside n Communlty
serdess ‘al T
o - . Map showing average
Town of Gurley Labor Force Participation Work Commute Characteristics for Residents d '|p K ﬂg int gd
Data Source: US Census Bureau ACS 2020 Estimates (DPD3) in the Town of Gurley, Alabama ally worker 1low Into an
250 60.00% Data Source: US Census Bureau ACS 2020 Estimates (DP03) out of the Town of GUI’|ey.
48.80%
200 50.00% b
Other means 1.0%
40.00% I
150
30.00%
100 Car, truck, or van - carpooled 4.0%
20.00% p—
=0 10.00%
b T 1
Car, truck, or van -- drove alone 95.0%
o 0.00%
Civilian Labeor Force Employed Unemployed
= Population Participants w—— Percentage of Popluation 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 20% 90% 100%
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Introduction

Residents’ Perception & Vision of the
Corridor pereceive /par'sév/ (verb)
interpret or look on (someone or something) in

Residents and stakeholders were polled to understand how . )
a particular way; regard as.

the currently perceive the corridor and study area in general.
A word-cloud was generated with the feedback, where words

that were used multiple times by individuals created larger
words within the cloud. The predominate public perception of
. . i Vacant bldg Uﬂdel’deveioped
the corridor is that it is dangerous, undeveloped, and unsafe. Undeveloped w roneon
When asked what public envisions Very dark at night 53 Friendly | Boring
. . o Confused Drive through
the future (_)f the corridor as being, e i eewan! osas TN
the predominate response were safe, Current Perception Sieepy town  UMimaginative Dark Small town
. . Messy Congested e,
clean, and walkable. Looking at this : Interesting Abandoned PY" Rural
feedback, the question has to be One word residents & S(,”P";'L;“i;ﬂ.%DaﬂgerO}J§;;*;‘;‘::mg
) man ni 2 un
asked stakeholders would use Challenging Wanling Worn . 9Pen 1 Abandent
’ to describe the corridor " Soarse Trashy Setohy [y apong O Unsafe
a9 ate i
In i1ts current state. Conjested ACCESS Loy food po oUdN Hacking
“How does Gurley transform Speed trag™ i e
i i ; Potential  Piversity
the US nghway 72 COI’I’IdOI‘ Hard to cross h|ghway CUnd?r Deﬁgloped High traffic
from how it is perceived, to e
aChIeve What IS enVISloned by More retail  Medical healthcare Well lit Walkable shopping
1 Controlled Access Mid-range to upscale ghop
the public and stakeholders?” o » N e e stonsemy STRIC i
BUIldlng a VISIOn Prospel'gt.l:mp e Fi;n?aiﬁiig grr?:li tsﬁh I:‘ucal businesses Technology
| | : g iy 1o R ol e, Appealing Limicd acces
Through this process, a roadmap will One word residents & Longer lanes for entering  Roaq safety  Mixed Use Yy 3ppeaing pore shops
Managed Easier access Historic h&iiﬂ::rcaped. Ravenue producing
be created based on an assessment of stakeholders would use Beautul storefonts _ Converiont — Gage " o Uao IGHS g
. . . o o onnecte M Busi
the current conditions of the corridor, to describe their ideal Manicured Restaurants M‘quaiéﬂe;s Ovemass *Gonesive Beautul
. . . o . Safe to travel . eveloped Wisely  \ane Landscapin
public feedback, and collected data, vision of the corridor in Hometown afraj;;;ﬁ;fgﬁe Mor opons Sar:'m;;g;; i td
. - lights . gl landscapeac 2
that will make the vision of the US the future. - L'g"l‘e",lauramive Shoping Eaey accesd _ GroWA9 doveloped
. . . ore Planning nvitin iness i
Highway 72 Corridor attainable and ongorionss o S21Ety M ok Hame
. i L b Update the buildings
realistic. Welcome new businesses Easier to cross highway ~ Uninterruptin hwy traffic
US HWY 72 Corridor Study Page | 9
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Outcomes

By reviewing the public feedback and considering the topics
covered by this assessment (Land-Use, Corridor Infrastructure,
and Vehicle & Pedestrian Safety), a series of goals and
objectives have been generated at the end of each chapter.
These goals and objectives lay out steps that the Town can
take to make the public generated vision for the US Highway
72 corridor achievable. While each goal is broad in nature,

Based on feedback provided by residents, stake-

holders, and other interested parties during charette specific objectives, or actions, will be attributed to the goal
sessions and throughout the study, a cohesive vision that will make it obtainable. These goals and objectives will be
was formed regarding the future of the corridor. summarized in whole within the “Study Findings” chapter of this

report.

Goal
broad statements of what the Town and its
residents hope to achieve over time and that
ultimately add up to the stated vision.

Feedback

Residents and stakeholders believe the Town of Gurley is a
great place to raise a family, run a business, and access a
good quality education. The public and stakeholders alike
want to ensure these ideals continue to hold true as the Town
experiences growth and as development takes place along
the US Highway 72 Corridor that runs through the middle
of the Town. Most importantly, the public emphasized that
strategic investments should be made to ensure corridor
users have safe access to goods, services, and residential
areas.

Objective
specific, action-oriented statements that mark
progress toward the goal.

safe /saf/ (adjective)
protected from or not exposed to danger or risk;
not likely to be harmed or lost.

P 1
US HWY 72 Corridor Study age | 10
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Lhapter Two Land Use

Existing Land Use in the Corridor This category captures all uses that are

business related including but not limited to

Understanding how the corridor is currently being utilized provides retail and office USes.

broader context to understanding the existing perception of the

condition of the corridor itself. This first starts with analyzing how LeiS
the land is being used within the study area. Through this exercise, (/,g
a parcel-by-parcel evaluation was undertaken to determine This includes all forms of leisure activities. o®

Examples include sports, running, jogging, 0%

what activities are taking place. The activities taking place on the S .
bicycling, equestrian, etc.

parcel then determines which “land-use” category the parcel is
placed in. For the purposes of this assessment, there are six land-
use categories as defined to the right. It is important to note that
land-use is different than zoning. Land use reflects the current and
existing development pattern in a given area. Zoning designations
more specifically define and regulate what kinds of uses are
allowed on specific parcels.

All manufacturing, assembly, warehouse,
and waste management activities.

Wa

Discussing land-use is important, because how land and property O
is utilized can contribute to how the highway system is utilized. Natural land means undeveloped land,
Understanding how residents and stakeholders envision the including the water over such land.

corridor being utilized in the future can inform zoning updates and
help plan for management of infrastructure within the corridor

before development changes occur. : o
P 9 Gernerally includes activities and property

developed as governmental, educational,
health, cultural and recreational centers,
places of worship, and cemeteries.

Looking at current land-use patterns, it is notable that roughly
43% of the acreage within the study area is still undeveloped, or
“Natural”. This is followed by 30% of the land being considered

. anc | es/
“commercially” developed and 22% falling into the "Industrial’ . _ ?‘ O'G)
category. These three uses make up 95% of the land area within Includes activities that occur in all types of 2
the study area residential uses, structures, ownership char- o .

' acteristics, or the character of the develop- 4 /0 Q
ment. o~
US HWY 72 Corridor Study Page | 11
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Land Use

2
H
2
£

Legend
=+— Railroad Land Use I Institutional
—— Streets 1 Commercial = Natural
~—— Highway 72 [ Industrial | Residential
. Corridor Study Area
| Gurley Town Limits
[] study Area Tax Parcels Soures: & SXGHGED Bl CHEATh SISTEE0Ea G SHEN ST SID ST USDAT US CSHAETO GRIDRIEN

Map of identified land use activities per parcel within the Gurley Corri-

dory Study Area. This is not a Zoning Map.
US HWY 72 Corridor Study Page | 12
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Land Use

Evaluation of Current Conditions
Whenlooking athowthe publicseesthe current predominant
use of property along the Corridor, “Commercial Retail”
and “Commercial Fast Food/Restaurants” was the most
comon response with roughly 60% of the total combined
input. “Undeveloped” ranked second with around 28%
of the total vote. Those who utilize the corridor on a daily
and regular basis understand what is currently happening
around them.

Public feedback supports a vision that includes more
commercialretail, morerestaurantsand/orfast-food options,
and mixed-use with residential opportunities located along
the corridor. This vision can be built out further beyond the
type of physical development. Residents envision having
access to goods and services such as medical care,

3. HOW WOULD YOU BEST DESCRIBE THE
CURRENT PREDOMINATE USE OF PROPERTY
ALONG THE US HWY 72 CORRIDOR IN GURLEY,

w  ALABAMA?
E
=
=
=
=
% |
1 1 1

= % = = 0 0

& & & & ¢
& # &
@fa ﬁ‘@ r ‘(F‘f«f o

US HWY 72 Corridor Study

additional grocery options, as well as dining, entertainment, and
shopping opportunities within their town. With Gurley’s proximity
to Huntsville and Scottsboro, none of these options are outside
the realm of possibility.

When considering this vision of various development types
coupled with how the public imagines a clean, walkable, and
safe corridor in the future, there are several things that must be
considered:

Does current zoning easily support these uses?

How will established FEMA determined Flood Zones

impact development?

Can these uses be safely implemented along the

corridor?

= If not, what changes need to be made?

Will individuals be able to safely access the business/

service from the corridor?

= If not, is there a predetermined Access Management
Solution that can be implemented?

What is the intensity of each use?

= How will this impact the infrastructure within the
corridor?

Understanding the answers to each question can provide
context for decision makers in regards to what areas of
the public domain should be reviewed and addressed.

Page | 13
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Land Use

Should the Zoning Ordinance be revised to support the
development of new development patterns? Should the

ALDOT Access Management Plan
be reviewed and updated to
support new development types
and higher intensities of Land Use?
Should plans be made for future
strategic investments in corridor
infrastructure such as lighting,
drainage improvements, etc.?
Should FEMA National Flood Hazard

Building a Vision
Which goods and services
do residents and stake-
holders envision along
the US Highway 72 Corri-
dor within Gurley that are
currently unavailable or

larger grocery target

grocery shopping
major grocery beer

fitness center
safety

football stadium

home improvement major retail store

clothes

store dollars general

national chain grocery

teak h
g roc?ry medical services © -

= doctor
s e AINING e options

ollies

national chain retail &
auto repair

sam

traffic light

chain grocery store auto mechanics

tractor supplies

quarry

drug

medonalds
doctor office

family dollars

banana

Layers be taken into consideration
when considering zoning changes,
intensity of development, and land-use decisions? All of these
items are related and contribute to the achievement of the
public’s vision along and throughout the corridor.

limited?

motor oil

entertainment shopping

larger park area .
food captain S It
office

home supplies older population

romantic dining

grocery store

business- variety

plethora of grocery
restaurants options

intertainment
walmart

xample hat ap aled mixed-
like in Gurley, ama.
. — s e
T

4. HOW DO YOU ENVISION THE FUTURE
PREDOMINATE USE OF PROPERTY ALONG THE
US HWY 72 CORRIDOR IN GURLEY, ALABAMA?

-

> 5
& K & & 5
53 2 o
e‘.’& & « z@&‘-‘ o"?
* & & \bc-.\ o
#
tar&‘b @}‘&
& ;
& «
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Land Use
[

Town of Gurley Corridor Study Area: Flood L

ayers

| | --"""_'j 5
O e P G 2

Little Cove Rd ==
i |
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T
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i=
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= . 4 . | S |
= Railroad Flood Layer Name ARIES i )
— Streets A s .
— Highway 72 AE I [ i
- g";ﬂ“_'rs‘“":'}'“'ea X, 0.2 PCT ANNUAL CHANCE FLOOD HAZARD TAnRCOG
| Gurley Town Limits
b X, AREA OF MINIMAL FLOOD HAZARD ! ?ﬁ _ g =
T ! Garmin, (c) OpenStreetMap contributors, and the GIS user community |
| | | | 5 ] 1S user
Map showing the FEMA National Flood Hazard Layers, or Flood Zones, 0 1,000 2,000
present within the Study Area. i = i
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Land Use
®

Town of Gurley Corridor Study Area: Zoning Layers
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Land Use

Goals & Objectives

Feedback

Residents envision a corridor that supports increased commercial
development, specifically Commercial Retail & Dining options,
with the appropriate infrastructure in place to support safe ac-
cessibility.

Goal Al: Introduce new forms of development to the corridor.

Objective Al.l: Review Zoning Ordinance and update
where necessary to support new forms of development.

Objective Al.2: Identify the impact new forms/increased
intensity of development would have on existing services
such as Police Department and Fire Department.

Goal A2: Provide safe access to current and future develop-
ment along the US Highway 72 Corridor in Gurley.

Objective A2.1: Identify whether proposed access man-
agement solutions outlined in the adopted 2014 Access
Management Plan are appropriate for the proposed inten-
sity of use along the corridor.

Objective A2.2: Determine pathways for potential alterna-

tive forms of transportation throughout the corridor, such as
sidewalks and bike paths.

US HWY 72 Corridor Study

Choosing Appropriate Design
Visually separated bike paths are generally appropriate on
roads with moderate to high volumes and speeds and on
roadways with a large amount of truck traffic.This design
may function on multi-lane roads with heavy traffic.

Understanding Impact

Zoning, when enforced, can impact land-use decisions.
This also leads to ensuring the existing infrastructure can
support the density and intensity of use of proposed devel-
opment specifically along the corridor, but also throughout
the Town of Gurley. Adopting up-to-date zoning ordinanc-
es can help support an efficient town and development
pattern.

Source: Alta Planning + Design Rural Design Guidde
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Land Use

Gurley Corridor Study Area:
Land Use vs. Current Zoning Designations

—+— Railroad Land Use Activity
—— Streets Residential
—— Highway 72 [ Natural
[l corridor Study Area =] Institutional
vl [ Gurley Town Limits E—JIndustrial
[ Study Area Tax Parcels [—] Commercial
Zoning

¥ o @ S Y

Map showing identified land-use activities overlayed onto the current ad- ¢
opted zoning layers within the study area. Fest

US HWY 72 Corridor Study

Page | 18

FINAL COPY



FINAL COPY

Corridor Infrastructure

Lhapter Three

Evaluation of Current Conditons

Looking atthe physicalinfrastructure that makes up the US Highway
72 Corridor in Gurley, Alabama, the reoccurring feedback from
the public in general indicates that accessing the corridor from
the Town is unsafe, especially at peak fraffic hours, and there isn't
appropriate supporting infrastructure in place, such as lighting and
drainage, to drive in various conditions.

The public believes the recipe for a “good” corridor is one that
emphasizes a safe road network, especially access to/from the
corridor. Secondly, the public emphasizes having adequate
infrastructure, such as lighting and drainage, available to service

the corridor. The resounding feedback is that within
Gurley, accessing the corridor at peak hours (between
7:00 a.m. and 8:00 a.m. in the morning and 4:00 p.m.
and 5:00 p.m. in the evening) is difficult and a cause of
anxiety and/or stress for many users.

While the majority of those who reside in Gurley
understand that the greatest strength of the corridor
and Gurley itself is its close proximity to larger cities and
employment hubs such as Huntsville and Scottsboro,
the two biggest weaknesses are seen as the Town’s lack
of a plan in regard to development along the corridor
and a lack of organized traffic patterns throughout

A GOOD HIGHWAY CORRIDOR.

m Safe road networks- both to travel and/or access the corridor
B Ability to be safely used by pedestrians and bicyclists.

B Adequate infrastructure to service the road network- lighting, drainage, etc.

B Revenue Generation

um Other

6TH PLACE alf
S5TH PLACE 17
4TH PLACE 13

3RD PLACE
2ZND PLACE

15T PLACE 29

the corridor. The Alabama DOT Annual

2. RANK THE FOLLOWING ITEMS BASED ON WHAT Average Daily Traffic Counts can visually
YOU BELIEVE MAKES AND/OR CONTRIBUTES TO show the importance of the Highway 72

Corridor within Gurley, as ftraffic counts
have increased by 35% over the past five
(5) years. As the job market in Huntsville
continues to grow, these numbers can be
expected to increase in correlation. The

Compatible land-use adjacent to the corridor (Uses that make-sense and work-well together) increase in traffic flow and lack of OrgOnized

traffic patterns can lead to individuals
making riskier decisions when trying to cross
from one side of the town to the other.

Applied Concepts

If the public’s vision of the Gurley corridor
is safe, walkable, and clean, a change
in existing infrastructure has to be made.
Looking at the ability for residents to
safely cross the corridor in a vehicle, the

US HWY 72 Corridor Study
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10. BASED ON AN INITIAL SWOT ANALYSIS,
WHICH DO YOU VIEW AS THE GREATEST
STRENGTH OF THE CORRIDOR CURRENTLY:

32

1

Convenience to Huntsville and  Current accessibility to existing ~ Undeveloped land adjacent to  Availability of water, sewer, &
surrgunding areas services and businesses corridor utilities for development purposes

US HWY 72 Corridor Study

Corridor Infrastructure

11. BASED ON AN INITIAL SWOT ANALYSIS,
WHICH DO YOU VIEW AS THE GREATEST
WEAKNESS OF THE CORRIDOR CURRENTLY:

Lack of organized traffic patterns  Non-compatible land-use along  Lack of infrastructure suchas  No plan for development and/or
the corridor drainage and/or lighting generating revenue
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.Corridor Infrastructure

Town of Gurley Corridor Study Area:
Traffic Counts Over 5-Year Period
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Annual Average Daily Traffic Counts over a 5-year period at various count-
er locations within, and adjacent to, the Study Area.

US HWY 72 Corridor Study
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Corridor Infrastructure

Access Management Plan suggests reducing the number
of cross-over points throughout the Highway 72 Corridor
and improving those that remain by including a dedicated
stacking/turn lane.

Other infrastructure improvements could include the
addition of lighting along the corridor so that individuals
can be more aware of their surroundings as they utilize
the corridor. This could include the addition of pedestrian
oriented infrastructure such as pedestrian-scale lighting.
Highway lighting is designed to provide illumination to
motorists, and not necessarily to pedestrians. Including both
appropriate scales of lighting where needed, would create
a stronger corridor, and contribute to the vision outlined by
the public.

Goals & Objectives

Feedback

Residents envision a corridor that is easily accessible and in-
cludes quality infrastructure that contributes to safe participa-
tion in vehicular, pedestrian, and cycling activities along the
corridor in various conditions.

US HWY 72 Corridor Study

@
Goal B1: Improve quality of infrastructure in corridor

Objective B1.1: Identify specific locations of current
weaknesses in existing infrastructure (areas of poor
drainage, poor visibility, poor accessibility, etc.) and
prioritize improvements.

Objective B1.2: Match improvements with annual
grant programs such as the Rebuild Alabama Act
Annual Grant Program (RAA), Alabama Transporta-
tion Rehabilitation & Improvement Program Il (ATRIP-
I), Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP), and
other grant programs to implement infrastructure &
safety upgrades.

Goal B2: Improve confidence in usage of infrastructure
within corridor

Objective B2.1: Apply Access Management Strat-
egies where and when possible, such as during the
location of a new business, improvements to existing
parcel, etc.

Objective B2.2: Create plan to add appropriate scale
lighting where needed to improve driving conditions.

Objective B2.3: Add pedestrian and bicycle scale in-
frastructure where needed .
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Vehicle & Pedestrian Safety

Lhapter Four

Areas of Concern

If the US Highway 72 Corridor within the Town of Gurley
is considered dangerous, unsafe, and hard to cross
when the adjacent property is undeveloped and/or
underdeveloped, one can only imagine how it could
potentially be perceived if the appropriate actions are
not taken to mitigate issues prior to the 43% of currently
undeveloped property along the corridor being built-out.

Of the residents, stakeholders, and property owners who
provided public input, the majority expressed a strong
lack of confidence when accessing US Highway 72 from

the north or south along the corridor. This feeling of
“danger” was emphasized when crossing lanes of
traffic. Due to US Highway 72 bisecting the town,
most individuals must cross multiple lanes of fraffic to
access goods and services such as groceries and/
or the local senior center. For context, the senior
center and the local grocery store are on opposite
sides of the highway.

The public overwhelmingly agreed that the
intersection considered the most dangerous within
the town limits is where Section Line Street and

Little Cove Road intersect with

16
Sth place

4th place s 13

3rd place

2nd place A R T s 16

1st place

US Highway 72 on the western

9. RANK THE FOLLOWING INTERSECTIONS side of town. The crash data
ALONG US HWY 72 FROM WHAT YOU CONSIDER supplied by the Town of Gurley’s

Police Department supports this

MOST TO LEAST DANGEROUS? designation. Enough wrecks
W Other 1st Street + Keel Mountain Road " Gurley Pike + 3rd Street happen at this One_ Iopatlon
. , for residents to perceive it as a

I 4th Street + US HWY 72 W Section Line Street + Little Cove Road

“dangerous intersection”. It is
important to note that the crash
data collected in the figure to
the right is based only on crashes
that take place on US Highway
72 within Gurley Town Limits,
which is roughly two (2) miles of

0 5 10 15 20 25

US HWY 72 Corridor Study

highway.
Part of the issue with this
35 particular intersection is due to
35 40
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Vehicle & Pedestrian Safety

the angle of ingress/egress between
Little Cove Road and US Highway 72.
The Access Management Solution for
this intersection proposed in 2008 and | 3>
included within the Plan which was | 3p

mutually adopted in 2014 called for _—

the relocation of Little Cove Road with 43

additionalimprovementsto USHighway | 20

72. The right-of-way for this relocation | ;¢

has been temporarily procured by the

Town of Gurley in partnership with the

property owners. Making this Access I
Management Solution a priority would

address what residents consider the

“most dangerous” intersection within
Gurley Town Limits.

10

5
0

While there is a continuous narrative
from residents and stakeholders alike

US-72 Traffic Accidents in Gurley, AL

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

. US-72 Traffic Accidents in Gurley
mmmm US-72 Traffic Accidents at Little Cove Road

= Percentage of Wrecks at Little Cove Road

& N
L Y . 3

2020

2021

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

that it is difficult and unsafe to access
the highway within the Gurley Town
Limits, feedback also suggests that specific times and
traffic patterns may invoke these feelings more strongly
than other times. Of those who provided public input,
only a slight majority thought that crossing the highway
was only dangerous at peak traffic hours compared to
being dangerous to cross at all times of the day. Very
few individuals thought that it was safe to cross the
highway at all times of the day.

As previously mentioned, walkability plays a large role
in the vision residents and stakeholders have for the

US HWY 72 Corridor Study

future of the corridor. As the corridor is currently situated, the
vast majority of those polled believe it is always dangerous
to cross the highway in any alternative form of transportation
other than a vehicle. The Town of Gurley has individuals who
run or bicycle for exercise on a daily basis. These individuals
cross the highway in the early morning hours even though
there is no pedestrian infrastructure or protected crossing
present. In its current configuration, the highway divides the
town park on Walker Street where there is a jogging track from

the Recreation Center on YMCA Drive.
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Vehicle & Pedestrian Safety
®

Whether in a vehicle or as a pedestrian or bicyclist, very few
residents believe it is always safe to cross the corridor as it is
currently configured, regardless the time of day. Incorporating
the appropriate access management solutions identified
in the 2008 Access Management Plan and adopted in 2014
would begin the process towards creating a safer corridor
for development, vehicular traffic, and the introduction of
pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure.

In in the
of

person was injured in

EVER\]‘?MINUTES

Of all and 50 seconds.
F A%she&
/ occured at
) /ONIGHT.
(including dusk & dawn)

The majority of all crashes occured in

URBAN

areas, but most fatalities
occured in

URAL™

Source: Alabama
Crash Facts 2020

US HWY 72 Corridor Study
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7. WOULD YOU CONSIDER CROSSING HIGHWAY
72 IN A VEHICLE DANGEROUS?

24
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I

Yes, its dangerous to cross at all times of the Yes, but only during peak traffic hours Mo, it is always safe to cross HWY 72

day
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8. WOULD YOU CONSIDER CROSSING HIGHWAY
72 AS A PEDESTRIAN OR BICYCLIST
DANGEROUS?

35

1

1

Yes, its dangerous to cross atalltimes of the  Yes, but only during peak traffic hours No, it is always safe to cross HWY 72

day
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Vehicle & Pedestrian Safety

Goals & Objectives

Feedback

Residents envision a corridor that is safe for all users, including
but not limited to vehicular, pedestrian, and bicyclists.

Goal C1: Incorporate Access Management Solutions as
identified in the 2014 Access Management Plan

Objective C1.1: Where and when possible, imple-
ment short-term, long-term, and future redevelop-
ment access management solutions as determined
by the 2014 Access Management Plan.

Objective C1.2: Prioritize Access Management Solu-
tions to be constructed with available funding.

Objective C1.3: Determine funding and/or cost-share
solutions for implementing infrastructure upgrades to
increase safety.

Goal C2: Incorporate pedestrian and bike friendly infra-
structure

—

e ¥
| Ll
o o A A

7 o
i T i :
N )
TR -
il

e
Objective C2.1: Incorporate infrastructure to protect | T >
- i — R
current and future pedestrian users of the corridor. / w
—1/ 7 L= E
] e BT
Objective C2.2: Incorporate protected-crossings into e :.L/i e &
Access Management Solutions to enable pedestri- == [};E_ﬂ F‘f? =
ans and cyclists to access public goods and services ,LILQ;— ey g= ;

located across the highway. Tax map parcel data showing location of potential right-
US HWY 72 Corridor Study of-way for future relocation of Little Cove Road.
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Study Findings

Lhapter Five

Identified Issues, Solutions, & Actions

This US Highway 72 Corridor study analyzed three
aspects of the overall US Highway Corridor within Gurley,
Alabama. These included land-use, corridor infrastructure,
and vehicle and pedestrian safety. The broad goal of
the study was to assess the existing condition of the US
Highway 72 Corridor and develop a long-term vision
for the corridor focusing on the three target areas. The
generated vision is based on community input, data, and
real-world conditions.

Based on these findings and criteria, it was determined
that the Town of Gurley envisions the US Highway 72
corridor to develop in such a way that promotes a safe,
clean, and walkable environment. This vision includes the
development of strategic public and private partnerships
asthe corridordevelops, changes, and expands overtime.

Looking at the three aspects of the plan, land-use,
corridor infrastructure, and vehicle and pedestrian safety,
individual Goals and Objectives were produced based
on public feedback regarding each topic. When viewing
the public input, data, and real-world conditions from a
big-picture perspective, these goals and objectives speak
to comprehensive issues, solutions, and objectives that if
addressed, make achievement of the broader vision of
for the US 72 Highway corridor.

The Four (4) comprehensive corridor issues have been
identified, along with a broad solution defined based
upon analysis conducted and public input received. The
objectives taken from each previous chapter speak to

US HWY 72 Corridor Study

how the Plan as a whole works together to incrementally
achieve the Town’s long-term vision of a safe, clean, and
walkable corridor.

Identified Issue #1
Lack of Comprehensive Planning within the Town,

especially specific to the US HWY 72 Corridor, has
perpetuated a lack of confidence in how the Town
will grow and develop.

_ - ~Solution . _ _
Review existing planning documentation and identify

areas and elements that should be addressed and/
or updated to support positive corridor growth and
development.

Actions
Objective Al.1l: Review Zoning Ordinance and

update where necessary to support new forms of
development.

Page | 27

FINAL COPY



FINAL COPY

Objective Al.2: Identify the impact new forms/
increased intensity of development would have on
existing services such as Police Department and Fire
Department.

Identified Issue #2
As Northeast Alabama grows, it can be assumed that
traffic to/from Huntsville will continue to increase,
increasing the danger in crossing US Highway 72 in
Gurley as it is currently situated.
Solution

Work with ALDOT to implement the US-72 Traffic
Analysis & Access Management Plan which was jointly
adopted by the Town of Gurley and the Alabama
Department of Transportation in April 2014.

Actions
Objective A2.1: Identify whether proposed access

management solutions outlined in the adopted 2014
Access Management Plan are appropriate for the
proposed intensity of use along the corridor.

Objective B2.1: Apply Access Management Strategies
where and when possible, such as during the location
of a new business, improvements to existing parcel,
etc.

Objective C1.2: Prioritize Access Management
Solutions to be constructed with available funding.

Identified Issue #3
Alternative forms of transportation and walkability

have been identified as elements residents and
stakeholders would like to see incorporated along
the corridor as development occurs.

Solution
Institute a sidewalk/bike path plan and work with

ALDOT and private developers as development
occurs to ensure the appropriate infrastructure is put
in place.

Actions
Objective A2.2: Determine pathways for potential

alternative forms of transportation throughout the
corridor, such as sidewalks and bike paths.

Objective B2.2: Create plan to add appropriate scale
lighting where needed to improve driving conditions

Objective B2.3: Add pedestrian and bicycle scale
infrastructure where needed

Objective C2.1: Incorporate infrastructure to protect
current and future pedestrian users of the corridor

Objective C2.2: Incorporate protected-crossings into
Access Management Solutions to enable pedestrians
and Cyclists to access public goods and services
located across the highway.
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Study Findi
ootudy Findings

_ Identified Issue #4 _
Numerous intersections and crossovers are perceived

as unsafe due to a high number of wrecks per year
at individual locations, for example the intersection
at Little Cove Road & US HWY 72 as well as the cross-
over between AutoZone/Burger King and Hardee’s.

Solution
Work with ALDOT to implement traffic safety measures

identified in the 2014 US-72 Traffic Analysis & Access
Management Plan. Through these agreed upon
traffic safety measures, there is potential to create a
structured crossing within the Town Limits at identified
locations.

_Actions )
Objective B1l.1: Identify specific locations of current

weaknesses in existing infrastructure (areas of poor
drainage, poor visibility, poor accessibility, etc.) and
prioritize improvements.

Objective B1.2: Match improvements with annual
grant programs such as the Rebuild Alabama Act
AnnualGrantProgram (RAA), AlabamaTransportation
Rehabilitation & Improvement Program I (ATRIP-II),
Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP), and other
grant programs to implement infrastructure & safety
upgrades.

Objective C1.1: Where and when possible, implement
short-term, long-term, and future redevelopment
access management solutions as determined by the
2014 Access Management Plan.

US HWY 72 Corridor Study

Objective C1.3: Determine funding and/or cost-share
solutions for implementing infrastructure upgrades to
increase safety.

Federal & State Grant Funding
Opportunities

Transportation Alternative Set-Aside Program (ALDOT):
The Transportation Alternative Set-Aside Program (TAP)
is intended to provide safe routes for pedestrians and
other non-motorized forms of transportation. These can
include sidewalks, bicycle infrastructure, pedestrian
and bicycle signals, traffic calming techniques, lighting,
safety-related infrastructure, as well as projects to
achieve compliance with the Americans with Disabilities
Act of 1990.

Local Roads Safety Initiative (ALDOT): The Local Roads
Safety Initiative (LRSI) is intended to help reduce high
fatal and incapacitating injury crash rates by alleviating
safety deficiencies on locally owned public roads
by utilizing low-cost safety countermeasures such as
rumble strips, enhanced signage and delineation, clear
zone improvements, shoulder widening, front slope
flattening, and cross slope/ superelevation corrections.

Rebuild Alabama Act Annual Grant Program (ALDOT):
The Rebuild Alabama Act (RAA) Annual Grant Program
is an ALDOT administered transportation infrastructure
grant program for projects of local interest created in
the Rebuild Alabama Act of 2019.
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Alabama Transportation Rehabilitation and Improvement
Program - Il (ALDOT): Transportation projects of local interest
on the state-maintained highway system, which may also
include work on local roads essential to proper functioning
of the project on the state road. Created by the Rebuild
Alabama Act in 20109.

Alabama Highway Safety Improvement Program (ALDOT):
The Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) is a
core Federal-aid program with the purpose to achieve a
significant reduction in traffic fatalities and serious injuries
on all public roads, including non-State-owned roads
and roads on tribal land. The HSIP requires a data-driven,
strategic approach to improving highway safety on all
public roads with a focus on performance.

Land and Water Conservation Fund (ADECA): The Land
and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) State Assistance
Program was established by the LWCF Act of 1965
to stimulate a nationwide action program to assist In
preserving, developing, and assuring to all citizens of the
United States of present and future generations such quality
and quantity of outdoor recreation resources as may be
available and are necessary and desirable for individual
active participation. The Program provides matching grants
to States and through States to local units of government,
for the acquisition and development of public outdoor
recreation sites and facilities.

Recreational Trails Program (ADECA): The Recreational
Trails Program (RTP) was created in 1998 and is funded
through the U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal

Highway Administration.-The Department of Economic
and Community Affairs is the state agency responsible
for administering the program in Alabama. The program
provides grant assistance to state and federal agencies
and local units of government for the acquisition and/or
development/improvement of recreational trails and trail
related resources.
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.Appendix

FEMA National Flood Hazard Layer
Definitions

Zone A: Areas with a 1% annual chance of flooding and a
26% chance of flooding over the life of a 30-year mortgage.
Because detailed analyses are not performed for such ar-
eas; no depths or base flood elevations are shown within
these zones.

Zone AE: The base floodplain where base flood elevations
are provided.

Zone X (shaded): Area of moderate flood hazard, usually
the area between the limits of the 100- year and 500-year
floods.

Zone X (unshaded): Area of minimal flood hazard, usually
depicted on FIRMs as above the 500-year flood level.

Town of Gurley Zoning Layer

Definitions

The following information is provided ONLY to give general
information on each Zoning District. Additional information
regarding each Zoning District may be found in Article IV of
the Town of Gurley’s Zoning Ordinance.

AG (Agricultural District): The purpose of the AG District is to
provide a zoning classification for land that is not expected
to experience urbanization in the immediate future. The type
of uses, area and intensity to use of land, which is authorized
in this district, is designed to encourage and protect agricul-

US HWY 72 Corridor Study

tural uses until urbanization is warranted.

B-1 (Primary Business District): The purpose of this district is
to encourage the development of the district as the busi-
ness center of the Town of Gurley.

B-2 (General Business District): This district is designed to (a)
encourage the continued use and development within
the district of businesses requiring a central location, and
(b) to accommodate certain commercial uses compati-
ble with one another, but inappropriate in certain other
districts. This district, in Gurley, will also provide local shop-
ping for area residents.

M-1 (General Industrial District): This district is established
for those areas of the Town where the principal use of land
is for industrial and related activities.

R-1 (Single Family Residential District): This district is es-
tablished as a district in which the principal use of land is
for single-family residences and is designed to provide a
pleasing residential environment.

R-2 (Multi-Family Residential District): The purpose of the
R-2 District is to provide sites for multiple-family dwellings,
which will: (1) serve as zones of transition between non-res-
idential districts and single-family districts, and (2) provide
areas for low/medium density multiple-family dwellings,
which will be compatible which adjoining single-family
development.
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Appendix

2008 SAIN Associates Access Management Plan- Adopted in 2014

STATE OF ALABAM/
MADISON COUNTY
TOWN OF GURLEY

RESOLUTION 2014-003R
RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE US-72 TRAFFIC ANALYSIS & ACCESS MANAGEMENT PLAN

WHEREAS, the Town of Gurley, Alabama, along with the Alabama Department of
Transportation also know as ALDOT with the assistance of SAIN Associated, Inc. has

developed the US-72 Traffic Analysis and Access Management Plan for the Town of Gurley,
Alabama.

BE IT RESOLVED, Town of Gurley, Alabama approves the US_72 Traffic Analysis and Access

gﬁ:f:gement Plan pursuant to the attached document with cover letter dated April 7t,

ADOPTED this 22™ day of April, 2014,

PUsh—

Robert Sentell, Mayor

At Do, QAJ\.Q

Tawnie Bryant, Town Clerk

US HWY 72 Corridor Study

Town of Guriey, Alabama
P.O. Box 128

Gurley, Alabama 35748

(256) 776-3313
townafgurley@gmail.com

April 8, 2014

Mr. Johnny L. Harris, P.E/P.L.8.

: Division Engineer

Alabama Department of Transportation

¢ First Division

P.0. Box 550
Guntersville, AL 35976

RE: Speed Zone Relocation Request
US-72 Traffic Analysis & Access Management Plan
Madison County
Gurley, AL

Dear Mr. Harris:

\We are requesting that your office review the location of the reduced speed zone from
5 mph to 55 mph on US-72 on the eastern side of Gurley as agreed to in our meeting with you
on March 21, 2014. The speed zone currently begins at MP 113.60. A new retail development
is currently under design for this area. We believe that an extension of this reduced speed zone
to MP 114.22 (Madison/Jackson County line) in both the westbound and eastbound directions
would increase the safety of US-72 in the affected area.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.
Sincerely,

Kl fae

Robert Sentell, Mayor
Town of Gurley

Robert Sentell, Mayor
Tawnie Bryant, Town Clerk
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ALABAMA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FIRST DIVISION
OFFICE OF DIVISION ENGINEER
POST OFFICE BOX 550
GUNTERSVILLE, ALABAMA 35978
Telaphone: (256) 582-2254 1-800-819-7418 FAX: (256) 562-6922

April 7, 2014

The Honorable Robert Sentell
Town of Gurley, Mayor
P.O. Box 128

Gurley, AL 35748

Re:  Access Management Plan for US-72
Madison County

Attached is the Draft Copy of the US-72 Traffic Analysis and Access Management Plan for your
town limits. This plan was originally sent to the Town in 2010, but no formal resolution was passed.
After meeting with officials from the Town on March 21, 2014, all parties were in agreement to pass
the attached with minor revisions as follows:
« Page 18 — Leave crossover and left tumn lane marked #9 in place. This crossover's status will
be revisited in the future.
« Page 2l = Leave crossover and left tum lane marked #39 in place. An additional left tum
lane for the westbound direction may be added during a resurfacing project.

Please present this to the town council and send us a copy of the resolution once it is complete. We
thank you for your participation in making our road safer through access management.

If you have any questions, please contact this office.

Sincerely,

Johnny L. Harris, P.E/P.L.S.

[
Derrick Wilson
File
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