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Introduction

‘ Statewide

‘ ‘ Performance
Transportation Management

Investment Act  System

of 2010 Helps ensure results for
Strategic Provides tax{payers b}/ meas:uring
Transportation opportunity for iral:]sfpcl)-rtz{tignl- Qa
Senate Bill 200 Plan \z;gtdei;igﬁglroved expenditures against

Mandated outcomes
based investments

I3 ® through Statewide iGn\é(e)?tri’r;ent in
G. dza Ay SaPraegicg e F2 99

OK I y 3y 3 TBERoNaton Plapy
Transportation
expenditures

KS LXFYyyAy3as FAYlIyOAy3:

transportation tax dollars have evolved

significantly over the pasfour years, with an
increased focus on accountability, transparency, and
return on investment. In 2008, Yy #SAGAY I AY
Transportation TodaylT3) built the foundatiorof the
first ever business casdor a new diretion in
investment in the st SQa
2009, Senate Bill 200created anew transportation
governance structure in the state. In2010, the
Statewide Strategic Transportation PI&BSTP) set the
strategic direction for transportation investment,and
The Transportation Investmen®Act of 2010 made
possible increased transportation investment through
an optional voterapproved regional transportation
salestax.

Georgia is now in the execution phase of this evolution,
and a Transportation Performance Management System
will help ensurethat transportation investments in
Georgia are strategically allocated, executed on time
and on budget, and deliver resuitseduced congestion
costs, increased access to jobs, more reliable trips, and
improved efficiency of freight and logistics. This

[1]

Set strategic ViSiontransportation
for transportation

QNI yELR NI F G A2838 03SY5® S Y@K S (NG LI2 NI

the SSTP goals and

investment in objectives

Georgia

tegoikr tHe ESSTP dRiiohresy RepdreqirSczbi Btatd Q &
law’, plays a key role in this system by monitoring
implementation of the SSTP and performance of the
transportation system throughout the state. The SSTP

tP2oYyresslReERoft Coders:

M® t SNIF2NXI y O6urre frandpdtatioliH A | Qa
dzLJRF G S a
system performance measures based on the most
current data available. This will provide the ultimate
determination of whether the state is on the right track

toward achieving itsransportation goals.

H® tflya T2NJ DS2NHAnet@atk T dzi dzN
Future performance is a function of the size and quality

of investment made in the system. More and better

projects will result in higher performance. The SSTP
outlines a straggic mix of investments that will deliver

the best outcomes fortaxpayer dollars. Thiseport

evaluates the allocation of planned, future
transportation funds using these investment guidelines,

10.C.G.A §3241.1


http://www.it3.ga.gov/
http://www.it3.ga.gov/
http://dot.ga.gov/informationcenter/p3/administration/Documents/SB%20200.pdf
http://www.it3.ga.gov/Documents/Final-SSTP.pdf
http://www.it3.ga.gov/Pages/Legislation.aspx

ensuring that transportation plans throughout the state
suppat the goals and objectives of the SSTP.

o® 9ESOdzirAzy 2F DS2NHAI Q&
delivery is critical to capturing the benefits envisioned in
the SSTP, anithis report monitors the ortime and on
budget performance of investments.

Structure ofthis Report

The current report represents a first step in

AYLE SYSylGAy3d DS2NBEAFQA ¢NIyaLR2NIFGAZY

Management System. [Iprimarily focuses on Metro
Atlanta but includes highlights from fiscal year 2010
statewide. This reportloes notyet include information
on the execution of projectsn Metro Atlanta, but it
does identify projects let to construction around the
state that address the goals identified in the SSTR
scope and content will be gradually expanded in future
editions.

Plans forFuture Reports

This report only gives a shapshot of how we are doing
statewide in our efforts to make sure our investments
align with the goals and objectives of the SSIH& next
report will expand the scope to include all projects
throughout the state. Subsequent versions will track
project execution as the data become available.
Eventually, this report will compare funding allocations
and system performance throughout the state against
targets to be established by the SSTP.

GNI yaLR2 NIl GAZ2Y
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Transportation Network

hrough combining best practices, developing an

understanding of customer needs, and the

completion of stakeholder interviews, the state
adopted fou transportation goals as part of the SSTP,
which are supported by ten more specific, measurable
performance objectives. Progress toward achieving
these objectives will be tracked using a series of
performance measures Table 2 contains the current
performance dashboard, listindpe SSTRbjectives and
corresponding performance measure#cluding the
currentvalueof each measure (Details on the data and
methodology used to determine these values are

contained inAppendix A)

The performance dashboarshows the status of each
measure with respect to the targe($f available) The

mearing conveyed byhe dials is summrized inTablel.

If the systemis performing at or better than the

associatedtarget level then the dial is in the green
zone. If the systens performing below, but relatively
close to, the targetevel (e.g, within 10%), itis in the

yellow zone, and anything worsis in the red zone.
(Details on thgargetsare contained imrAppendix A)

Thedials also show the change in status since the last
reporting period This islsodepicted inTablel, where

the value from the previous reporting periodimlicated

by asemiransparent needle, and the current value is a

solid needle. If there has been no change in the
measure, therjust thesolid needlés visible.

Tablel Meaning of the performancealashboarddials

3
(3
¢3
3,

¢
g
g

Performingabovehbetter than the
targetlevel

Meeting the target.

Performing close tdut belowthe
target level.

Gonsiderable improvement needed
to meet the target.

Change in statusince last reporting periodThe
previous value is indicated by semtransparent

Needle moves to the right:
Improvingconditions

Needle moves to the left:
Worseningconditions

Needle stationaryConditions
holding steady.



Table2 Performance dashboard

Previous Current

StrategicObjectivd Performance Reporting | Reporting Desired
Measure Period Period Trend Status

Improved Access To Jobs, Encouraging GrowtRrimate-Sector Employment, Work Force

Average number of workers that can s Hi
reach a major employment center by c: Metro 800,000 K Y noe !
Atlanta N/A 0 Workers etter

in 45 minutes in the AM peak period Workers

Averagenumber of workers that can _

reach a major employment center by Metro X MHDAN: Hi%
transit in 45 minutes in the AM peak Atlanta N/A 120,000 Workers etter
period Workers

Reduction In Traffic Congestion Costs

2009 2010
Annual congestion cost per peak auto Metro X PmX. Wer is
commuter Atlanta $1,046 $924 (2009%¥ b

Improved Efficiency, Reliability Of Commutes In Major Metropolitan Areas

2009 2010

Average work commute time Metro K-oond yer Is
Atlanta ,30'1 ?’0'3 Minutes* b
Minutes Minutes
Daily average number of people _ Ol 2001 Target . Target
. - Metro Hi
traveling in HOT lanes during the Atlanta 17,200 Not Yet it Not Yet
weekday AM and PM peak periods N/A Trips Established By Established
Daily average number of people taking P 200 P 2 Target ; Target
. - Metro Hi
rail trips during the weekday AM and P! Atlanta 106,000 102,000 Not Yet it Not Yet
peak periods Trips Trips Established = Established

Efficiency And Reliability Of Freight, Cargo, And Goods Movement

Target wWer is Target
bN

Not Yet
Established

:Z:\ilgysf:g:ieri of truck delay on Georgia S 7600 Not Yot
N/A Hours  Established

Border To Border And Interregional Connectivity

Percent of population within 10 miles of Statewide & pes
a 4lane state or US route N/A 98% X -

Support For Local Connectivity To Statewide Transportation Network

Percent of state and federal £ 2010 Fr20t

transportation funds spent on local Statewide X HYE:
roads 33% 19.6%

[4]



Previous Current
StrategicObjectivd Performance Reporting [ Reporting Desired
Measure Area Period Period Target Trend Status

Reduction InCrashes Resulting In Injury And Loss Of Life

20082009 20092010 nm
Reduction in annual highway fatalities Statewide 63 f 210 f fatalltles
R EWEer  from year to etter
fatalities fatalities

yeam

OptimizedCapital Asset Management

2010 2011
Percentage of Interstates meeting . .. Hi
maintenance standards Statewide 72% 76% X s Aetter

2010 2011
Percentage of stat®ewnednon- Hi
Interstate roads meeting maintenance Statewide dhuE’z

73% 73% . etter

standards

2010 2011
Percent of stateowned bridges meeting . Hi%
GDOT standards Sl 87% 87% K Y etter

Optimized Throughput Of People Ardoods Through Network Assets Throughout The Day

2010 2011
Metro Atlanta highway morning peak Metro Hi
X nnha
hour speeds Atlanta 37.5 MPH 42.7 MPH etter
2010 2011
Metro Atlanta highway evening peak Metro Hi
X nnha
hour speeds Atlanta 40.4MPH  43.9MPH etter
. Metro X wmn wer is
Average HERO response time Atlanta A .14 Minutest %
Minutes
| 20w
Percent of commutérips to major an_ a Hi
, Urbanized X MNP
employment centers on transit Area N/A 11.%% etter

FY 2009 FY 2010 > 66
Average transit operating cost per Metro »Iis'senpirr Wer is
passenger Atlanta $2.66 per $2.89 per g b

Passenger  Passenger  (2009%f

* These are geliminary targes suggested by staff and asebject to change.For examplejn 2012,ARC plans to develop performance measufoas
Metro Atlanta as part of it®LAN 204@mplementationProgram possiblyincluding performancéargetsthat maydiffer from these

u ¢ NBSG SaiGrof AaKSR 060& D5ht¢o

[5]


http://documents.atlantaregional.com/plan2040/docs/lu_plan2040_implementation_program_0711.pdf

This page intentionallleft blank



PlasT2NJ DS2NHAI ©

Network

he SSTP outlines, at a very high level, what it will

take in terms of resources, investments, and

policies to achieve thesi I (i @afsportation
goals and keep Georgia economically competitive. Key
to this is a strategic mix of investments that will
GNI yaT2NY DS2NBAl Q&
the best outcomes for the cost The SSTP focuses on
investments across three bad categories: People
mobility in Metro Atlanta; people mobility in the rest of
the state; and statewide freight and logistics. However,
since this first report iprimarily focused orthe Atlanta
Regional Transportation Plamost of the information
provided addressepeople mobility in Metro Atlant&

Outside of Metro Atlanta, the SSTP recognizes that the
transportation needs are very different for the small and
mediumssized cities and rural areas of the state. While
the major issue in Metro Atlanta is congestion
reduction, elsewhere in the state, maaning and
improving access to jobs is critical. In fiscal year (FY)
2010, in recognition of the need to maintain and
improve access to jobs in the more rural areas of the
state, 56% of the funding was utilized on roadway
resurfacing, concrete pavementemabilitation and
bridge replacements. Nearly 21% of the FY 2010
funding was spent on capacigdding projects, including
g2 YI22N) LINR2SOia 2y

b4

a

pedestrian amenities and improvements are a major

concern for all communities. As such, approximately 3%

of funds went to sidewalk
streetscape projects.

imprements  and

focus its investment dollarsn three performance areas:

1 Improving the number of people who can reach a
major employment center within 45 minutes;

T IYONBI aiay3
trips per day; and

1 Reducing the financial burden that congestion
imposes on families through wasted hours and fuel
OAPSD:

To help achieve these objectiveshe SSTRsets the
following investment guidelines for existing fundn
Metro Atlanta:

1 Weightfunds towardmanaged tollhigh occupancy
toll (HOT lanes on Interstate vs. arterial roads
increase the number of people taking reliable trips

1 Weight funds for new arterial capacity toward
employment center mobility/connectivity to
improve accessibilityto, from, and between

i K §"CIPALERy 2 N &

w2l R

Improvement Program (GRIP) system, State Route (SR) T Focus locaimprovement funds and pedestrian

24 in Washington County and US 27 mrlf County.
Additionally, three interchange projects were let to
construction in Camden, McDuffie, and Tift counties.

Safety improvements were also let to construction in FY
2010 throughout the state, with about 4% of funds
going to intersection improvenmds, pavement
markings, cable barrier installation, and improved
signals and signage projects, among others. Further,

2 Although not explicitly addressed hereih,w / RLAN 2040
also contains projects that support freight and logistics, as
shown inFigure6 below. Future installments of this report
will be expanded to include evaluations of people mobility in
the rest of the state and statewide freight and logistics.

[7]

infrastructure investment on existing employment
centers that have mixedse zoning, transit, and
clear plans to attract residential developmeid
improve mobility withinthe centers

tKS
are:

{ fiotitte<X@ newd sources of funds (if flexible)

1 First priority: Ensurethat the core transit system
Oy 2LISNXa&GS +d fSoSta
competitiveness with peer cities.

1 Second priority: Expandbus rapid transit BRY to
major employment centers.

GKS ydzyYoSNJ 27

C dzii dzN.

i NIy & Langtio Atanta the $ETH feSommendy St SIS NJ v 3

LIS

a02y38aiArzy 02ai4é00
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91  Third priority: Augment the BRT network with new
short-haul transit services (circulators) and BRT
stations.

1 Fourth priority: Augment the BRThetwork and
premium circulators with other longaul rail transit
that connects suburbs to the core.

Although there are currently no new sources of
transportation funds available irMetro Atlanta, on
October 13, 2011, thétlanta Regionallransportation
Roundtable made up of locally elected officials from the
10-county Metro Atlanta areaadopted a $7.1 billion®
list of projects to be funded through proposedten
year, onepercent regional sales tax per the
Transportation Imestment Act of 2010. He
referendumon the sales tais scheduled foduly2012.

CKAa aSOlAz2y 2F GKS N®Bgd2 NI
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and starge
Transportationlmprovement Program (TIP) in light of
the investment guidelines listed abovdt alsoanalyzes

I G f I finall @aject list under the Transportation
Investment Act of 2010 The results othese analyse
are consistent with the findings of the SSTPithwhe
limitation of current revenue streams, Metro Atlanta
resources are largely available for the top priorities of
maintaining and getting the most out of its existing
transportation infrastructure. However, with the
possibility of newfunds the region could begin to
transform its transportation system, helping ensure
aSiNR ! htiyIRy Gl & futdré lecoomia
competitiveness

Allocation of Funds by Program Area

This section provides a higlvel assessment ofiow
t[!b Hanna FYyR
the SSTRiAvestment guidelines and funding priorities

PLAN 2040

aSUiNR ! (f | RUPPOA 2030xndsiBsydver
$61 billion in transportation investments through the
year 2040 and was adopteldy the Atlanta Regional

® Total includes $6.14 billion in proposed regional sales tax
funds and $960 million in additionaderal and local matching
funds, all in 2011 year dollarsTotal does not include an
additional $1 billion that would be distributed to the local
jurisdictions in the Atlanta district by formula for discretionary
use on transportation projects.

[8]

Commission(ARC)in July 2011. ! w/ g@cess for

developing PLAN 2040 explicitly considered the SSTP
goals and objectives.a SGNR 1 (it yi) Qa
drawn from PLAN 2040, details
transportationinvestments througHiscalyear 2017.

The funding allocatiors by program aredn PLAN 2040
are shown inFigurel on pagelO and are broken down
into the TIP FY2012-2017) and long rangeHY 2018-
2040) elements of the plan irrigure2 and Figure 3,
respectively Consistent with the findings of the SSTP,
Figure 1 shows that with the limitation of current
revenue streamsa majority ($43.4 biibn) of Metro
AtlantaQ a (i NJ y &esiiidsdo foApgojécts that
addressthe top priorities of maintaining and getting the
most out of the existing infrastructure. The SSTP set
three investment guidelines for the remaining funds:
Fyrtel sa !tatlyalQa f2y3
1. Weight fundstoward managed toll/high occupancy
toll (HOT) lanes on Interstate vs. arterial roads to
increase the number of people taking reliable trips.
Overall, PLAN 2040 allocates 31% more funds to new
general purpose roadway capacity projects ($7.0 billion)
than managed lanes ($5.4 billion). However, in the near
term, the FY 2012017 TIP directs 5.6% more funding
to managed lanes ($2.1 billion) than new general
purpose roadway capacity ($2.0 billion)lhe Georgia
Department of TransportatiofGDOThas three major
managed lane projects that are either open swon to
be under construction:

1 The first section along-85 in Gwinnett/DeKalb
Countywas opened in October 2011. An extension
to Hamilton Millis funded in the FY 2042017 TIP.

1 A project to add two reversible managed lanes in

a rajedtRistsuppdrtl y G | Q &leny Caunty along75 is funded in FY 2013.

I The third project is along-15 in Cobb/Cherokee
County and is a reversible managed lane project.
GDOT is developing arfding plan and hopes to
havethe projectunder castruction in FY 13 or FY
14.

If implemented as planned, PLAN 2040 would create a
network of over 300 lane miles of HOT lanes throughout
the regiorr completing a substantial portion of the
managed lane network envisioned in the SSTBGDOT
plans to work through its Managed Lane SystelanP
over the coming years as outlined in Plan 2040.

theNBIA2Y Q3


http://www.atlantaregionalroundtable.com/
http://www.atlantaregionalroundtable.com/
http://atlantaregional.com/transportation/plan-2040
http://atlantaregional.com/
http://atlantaregional.com/
http://www.atlantaregional.com/transportation/transportation-improvement-program
http://www.dot.state.ga.us/Pages/default.aspx
http://www.dot.state.ga.us/Pages/default.aspx

2. Weight funds for new arterial capacity toward
employment center mobility/connectivity to improve
accessibility to, from, and between regional centers.
Based on an evaluation of the proximity of theeaial
capacityadding projects to the largest employment
centers in the region, PLAN 20d0es notcloselyfollow
this investment guideline:Of the $7.0 billion allocated
to general purpose roadway capacity projects in the
RTP, only 29% ($2.0 billiondes to projects that are
partialy 2 NJ O2YLJ SGSfte& gAIGKAY
regional centers? It is assumed that arterial capacity
projects located close to the regional centers will help
facilitate access to/from the centers, although projects
located farther away may also improve accessibility.

3. Focus locaimprovement funds and pedestrian
infrastructure investment on existing employment
centers that have mixedse zoning, transit, and clear
plans to attract residential development to improve
mobility within the centers.It is unclear whethePLAN
2040is consistent with thisnvestment guideline since
85% ($1.1 billiondf the $1.2 billion inbike/ped funding
isAY I af dzY L) &adgzdlbcatd@2dNdpecificy’ R
projects. It is not yet known where the projects to be
built with these funds will be located but ARC staff
anticipates that they will be focused on the centers,
consistent with thePLAN 2040 goalnd objectivesto
focus infragructure invesments on centers and
corridors andencourage multimodal options where land
use patterns make such options feasibl&till, d the
funds identified for specific bike/ped projects, 67%
($121 million)is planned for projects that are partiaiby
entirely within three miles of the regional centers. The
disposition of the lump sum projects will ultimately
determine whethePLAN 204€ollowsthis guideline

In addition to these general findingsPLAN 2040
contains many projects that support thivestment
guidelines recommended by the SSTP. Some illustrative
examples are highlighted below:

1 As previously mentioned, the SSTP encouraged the
weighting of new arterial capacity toward
employment centers. The Cobb Parkway (US 41)
widening project in 8bb County is a great example
of this type of project. This project widens Cobb

* The regbnal centers used for this analysis are defined in
Appendix A.

[9]

Parkway from its present four through lanes
configuration to a minimum of six lanes and up to
eight lanes on a portion of the six mile stretcNot
only will the project redue traffic congestion in one
2T GKS NB3IA2YyQa
will further enhance the ability of the corridor to
serve as an alternate route terb which is adjacent
to the US 41 cordor.

1 The Buford Highway Pedestrian Improvement

i K NJPprSjea YorovidSsia gdkl examdel of thé §pe of

Bicycle and Pedestrian program project the region
should support. The project is located within a
major regional activity center and is one of the
most heavily footraveled corridors in the region
with significantbus transit ridership which connects
conveniently to rail transit facilities located a short
distance away. In addition to the high volume of
pedestrians and transit riders, the corridor is
primarily without sidewalks and has few points
available for pedstrian crossings.This project will
provide or repair sidewalks for more than 2 miles,
while adding pedestrian level lighting for visibility,
refuge islands at high pedestrian crossing areas and
greatly improve safety for pedestrians in the
corridor.

As new resources become available, the region could
begin focusing additional funds toward the
implementation of transit projects, consistent with the
{{¢tQa NBO2YYSyRI(lA2ya (2
Historically, the shortage of transit funds for thegion,
coupled with present and possibly future limitations
pose significant barriers to transit capital and operations
expansion in the region. However, with additional
resources, the region could begin implementing the
vision set forth in the SSTP whiincluded new shost
haul transit services (rubbdired trolley or rail
circulators) in the major employment centers,
expanding BRT to the major employment centers,
including BRT stations, and further augmenting this
system with longhaul rail transit sevices connecting
suburban areas with the urban core. Projects fitting
these descriptions have been identified within Concept
3, the long range transit vision for the Atlanta region,
and can be found inhe PLAN 204®\spirations Plan.
They may also be lzy R Ay ' Gt yidl Qa
developed under the Transportation Investment Act of
2010 (TIA), which is described next.

Yl 22N SYLX :
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Figurel Allocation of funds by program area iRLAN 204QFY 202-2040 = $61 billion)

CentersFocused Other Bike/Ped TDM _ Other
Bike/Ped 2% 1% 1%

<1%

Expand\ 5%
Managed
Lanes

9%
Expand Other '

Roadways Maintain/Operate
8% Existing Transit
‘ 38%
Expand Centers
Focused Roadwa

4% Traffic

Ops/ITS
6%

Maintain Existing
Roads
27%

. System Preservation and Operati0|. System Expansi0|. Other

Figure2 Allocation of funds by program area in the Atlanta TIPY(2012017 =$12 billion)

TDM Other
d\<1% / 3%

Other Bike/Pe

CentersFocuse

Bike/Ped -
19%  Expand Trans

Expand Managed
Lanes
17% Maintain/Operate
Existing Transit
41%

Expand Other
Roadways

Expand Centek Maintain

Focused Roadways
4%

. System Preservation and Operatior. System Expansi0|. Other
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Figure3 Allocation of funds byprogram area in the longangeportion of PLAN 204@FY2018-2040 = $49 billior

Centers Other Bike/PedTDM _Other
Focused__ % / 1%
Bike/Pedgypand Manage

<1%

Transit

Expand Other 7

Roadway
6% S\\\

Expand Centers
Focused Roadway\
4%

Traffic Ops/ITS

Maintain Existing
Roads
31%

Maintain/Operate
Existing Transit
37%

. System Preservation and Operatior. System Expansior. Other

-AROOT 1 OI AT OA80O 4) !
On October 13, 2011, theAtlanta Regional
Transportation Roundtablemade up of locally elected
officials from the 16county Metro Atlanta area,
adopted a $7.1 billion list of projects to be funded
through a proposed ten year, ofercent regional sales
tax per theTransportation Inestment Act of 2010. At
the beginningof the process, the Roundtable adopted a
set of investment criteriato guide the development of
the project list. The criteria were modeled to a large
extent after the investment guidelines contained in the

[11]

0 Ol E ASTPand weredesigned to help ensure that the final list

would deliver strategicesultsfor the region.

Figure4 on pagel2 shows the allocation of funds by
LINEANIY NBF Ay aSiNR !4t Fydl
reinforces that because smuch of the funding in PLAN

2040 is dedicated tonaintaining and gettinghe most

out of the existing infrastructure new funding sources

are needed to expand and transform the system. The
proposed TIA funds would help address this need, as

73% ($52 billion) are allocated to system expansion.


http://www.atlantaregionalroundtable.com/documents/approved_investment_criteria.pdf

Figure4 Allocation of funds by program area ikletro AtlantaQ @nal TIA project lis{$7.1 billion)

CentersFocuse
Bike/Ped pd

1%

Other Bike/Ped

Safety
<1%

Maintain/Operate
Existing Transit

Expand Transit Traffic Ops/ITS
34% 11%

Expand Centers
Focused Roadways
20%

Expand Other
Roadways
21%

. System Preservation and Operatior. System Expansim. Other

The final listaligns well with two of the three SSTP Ensure that the core transit system can operate at levels

investment guidelines GKFG YEAYGErAy 1atlFyal Qas. 02 YLIS
Roughly 3% (850 million) of the proposed TIA fundis

Weight funds for new arterial capacity toward allocated to maintaining and operating existing transit in

employment center mobility/connectivity to improve the region. This includes $669 million for MARTA state

accessibility to, from, and between regional cente@. of good repair, $128 million in capital and operating

the $2.8 billion allocated togeneral purpose roadway assistance forXpress and $40 million in operating

capacity projects in thefinal project list 50% ($1.4 assistance for Gwinnett County Transitn addition,

billion) goesto projects that arepartially or completely there is $100 million to reinstate transit service in

GAGKAY GKNBS YAfSa 2F !dt ! yddy®dcolnd IA2ytt OSyidSNA

Focus locaimprovement funds and pedestrian Expand bus rapid transit (BRT) to major employment
infrastructure investment on existing employment centers. Twentyfive percent ($1.8 billion) of the
centers that have mixedse zoning, transit, and clear proposed TIA funds is allocated tew rail and/or BRT
plans to attract reidential development to improve projects that will serve major regional employment
mobility within the centers. Of the $70 million in centers including $700 million for new rail service
bike/ped fundingin the final project list 65% (%6 between MARTA Lindbergh Station and Emory
million) is planned for projects that are partially or University Centers for Disease Control, $695 million for
entirely within three miles of the regional centers. rail or BRTservice between Acwortli{ennesaw/Town
Center/Cumberland and MARTA Arts Center Station,
In addition to the three investment guidelines for and $225 million for rail or BRT service between
existing transportation funds in Atlanta, the SSTP set  downtown and DeKalb County along the2d East
four priorities for new sources of funds: corridor. The list also includes a combined $132 million
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in project development funds (e.g., planning, rigift
way acquisition, engineering) for the86 North corridor
and the MARTA North heavy rail line extension, both of
which may lead to future transit service expansions
serving regional employment centers.

Augment the BRT network with new shdaul transit
services (circulators) and BRT stationRoughly 9%
($602 millior) of the proposed TIA funds is allocated to
the Atlanta Beltline streetcar project, which wpltovide
lastmile connectivity betweerthe MARTA rail system
and origins and destinations in midtown and downtown
Atlanta(among other areas).

Table3 SSTP goals and objectives

Augment the BRT network and premium circulators with
other longhaul rail transit that connects suburbs to the
core. Twenty million dollars in the TIA prajelist is
allocated to project development activities for the
Griffin to Atlanta commuter rail line, consistent with this
SSTP priority for new funding sources.

Support for SSTPbjectives

This section provides a higével assessment of how the
projects in the State Transportation Improvement
t NEANFYZ t[!b Wwnann YR
support the ten SSTP objectives lisiadrable3 below.
(Details on the data and methodology used to make this
assessment are contained Appendix B

Improved access to jobs, encouraging growth in prixsetetor

{dzLJLI2 NI Ay3 DS2NHBALFQ
competitiveness

Ensuring safety and security

0KS Ot dz

al EAYAT Ay 3
oS BRGER NSRRI RGERO G Tl Optimized throughput of people and goods through network assets
throughout the day

Minimize impact on the environment

State Transportation Improvement P rogram

The FY 2012015 State Transportation Improvement
Program (STIP) indentifies nearly $8.9 billion for
transportation improvements around the state
(including Metro Atlanta projects and local matching
funds). These improveents include projects for
widening, maintenance, traffic management and bridge
replacements. The representative projects below

[13]

employment, work force

Reduction in traffic congestion costs

Improved efficiency, reliability of commutes in majdetropolitan areas
Efficiency and reliability of freight, cargo, and goods movement
Border to border and interregional connectivity

Support for local connectivity to statewide transportation network
Reduction in crashes resulting in injury and loss of life

Optimized capital asset management

Reduce emissions, improve air quality statewide, limit footprint

KAIKEAIKIG
i KS { ¢als an@ ébjedives.

Ly & dzLJLJ2 NJi 27T DS 2 NHahdQa
competitiveness, theSTIP includes funding for rigbt-
way acquisition in th&SR 133 corridor in South Georgia.
This corridor is a vital link betweef¥b and the cities of
Moultrie and Albany as well as providing the Marine

aSiNE
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Cors Logistics Base, located in Albany, a direct link to  Optimizing capital assets is a continuous process. Major

the interstate. This corridor will provide a mduiine projects identified in the STIP include resurfaciAgp |
roadway to this area of the state and improve from Bartow County to Gordon Countesurfacing 69
connectivity for the military operations at thease. from the Alabama state line to SR 1,3thd a whole host

of bridge rehabilitation/replacement projects.
The STIP also funds constructiorveteransParkwayin

Columbus which will ease congestion in the area. The Figureb indicates thatGDOTis investinga large sharef

SR 96 corridor in Peach, Houstamd Twiggs Counties the fouryear STIP into operating the transportation

will improve eastwest connectivity in the region and system. Nearlyone-third of all statewide fundingn the

provide congestion relief for employees headingtoand STIPAR & (2 0S8 dziAft AT SR F2NJ GF 1Ay
from Robins Air Force Basand Warner Robins. In infrastructure. In fact, GDOT has embarked on an
Savannah, providing lastile connectivity to the port is aggressive strategy to develap state of the artasset

vital to the city, the regionand the state. The Jimmy management system. This includes a resurfacing
DeLoach Parkway Extension has construction slated for LINBE ANJ YX AYLX SYSy Gl dAazy 27F
FY2012 and Grange Road hdght-of-way acquisition Highway Safty Plan, a bridge

includedin FY2013. replacementfehabilitation  programy and  other

programs as needed.
Providing a safe network for the traveling public is a

primary goal. Two major cable barrier projects are
included in the STIRr construction inFY2012 [-20
from the Alabama line to SR 5 and SR 400 fibm
Forsyth County line tosouth of Gounty Road 145.
Numerous roundabout projects are also identified in the
STIP.

Figure5 Allocation of funds by program area in the FY 262@15 STIP

Traffic Operations
3%

Garvee Debt
Service
8%

Maintenance

9%

Intermodal/ Transit
12%

Roadway Capacity
44%

. System Preservation and Operati0|. System Expansior. Other

F! O LRNIAZY 2F ( Fures dsd soStibites tO tafitd dsdefldanagsment.
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Figure6 Share ofPLAN 204@unds supportingeachSSTP objective.

Freight, Safety, Other

Local Connectivity. 2% \

Environment

7%
Access to Jobs,
Congestion
Reduction, Reliable
Commutes
18%
Asset
Management,
Optimized
Throughput
73%
PLAN 2040 the PLAN 2046unding as seen irFigurel on pagelO.

Specific gamples of projects fromPLAN 2040that
support this objective include Resurfacing and
maintenance lump sums, Courtland Street bridge
replacement and upgrade over CSX and MARTA rail
lines, the 1285 East to-F5 Southramp improvements
project in Clayton CountyGDOT ITS Operations &
Support Programand the Beltline Transand MultiUse
Trail projects

Figure6 shows theshare offundsin PLAN 2040 that
supports each of the nifeSSTP objectives. (For details
on how this analysis was performgdee Appendix B
Once again,consistent with the SSTRhis analysis
confirms that with the limitation of current revenue
streams, Metro Atlanta resources are largely available
for the top priorities of maintaining and getting the
most out of its existing transportativinfrastructure.

The SSTPobjectives of G h LG A YAT SR OF LAEIGCAT g JENBSE {{ 0t @opesSOuAos
VI yr3sYagis! 4480 al)y lamid Ysyrrbokglllty |_n Metro At_lante_[ OLYLINROYSR | O0OSaa
GhlJiAYAT SR O KNRdAKLIzZ 27 LI&SOUIR%N9 gfoytiin povatgegtar employment %OQ( _
ySis2Ny FaaSia (KNP dAK2 dz @o%g%lgo%ﬁéoéigé A %é%%%qi‘f’zdsgg’%ﬁ w !2%§VF\;/2;
¢ K NP dz3 lkddidwi réne objectivesin terms of total '

. L efficiency, reliability of commutes in major Metropolitan
PLAN 204@undingsupport(73%) These twoobjectives - - A ~
. gsupport(73%) foobjeciv FNBF&E 6 A DS dreachracBiteiconpirddle ¢ NX LI
are achieved throughroadway and transit operation

. . . . . but significantly lessupportin PLAN 204@han asset
and maintenanceprojects, transit expansionprojects

traffic operations/IT$rojects HOTlanes, and bike/ped management and optimized throughpuand they are

. . . ranked third, fourth, and fifth, respectively, among the
projects. Collectiely,theseprojectsaccount for71% of . ! ) U. I pectively ¢
nine SSTP objectives.

" 2NRSN) G2 02NRSNI I YR Ayl SNNEFAAES bt pRpdy FABLAR Disthat b V20

apply at the regional level and therefore does not apply to L .
Plpiin 2040 or tﬁe TIA list. PPy access to jobsnclude: the Revive 285 Managed Lane
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project, the Peachtree Streetcar, and the Cobb Parkway
Pedestrian Impmpvements project in the Cumberland
regional center

Examples of projects from PLAN 2040 thaduce
congestion costsnclude: the I-285 West at 20 West
interchangereconstructionproject, the SR 92 widening
project in Paulding Countyand the SR 20 bridge
capacity project over the Chattahoochee River.

Examples of projects from PLAN 2040 thiatrease
reliable tripsinclude: ITSoperations andsupport lump
sums HERO truck operationand the various managed
lane projects, such as o#¥b, 285, +20,and SR 400.

The remaining four SSTPobjectives dEfficiency and

reliability of freight, cargo, and goods movemént 6 A & S §igure7 shows theshareof fundsin a SinNe

& C NB A Relicton B crashes resulting in injury and
loss of lifé 6 A @S ® >Redude leiSiang, §mpdve &
air quality statewide, limit footprirg
G99y @A NRY Y Syppartfor lochlEdhnedtivity to
statewide transportation network OADPS DS
I 2 yy S Otirke@iviemicliless fundingn PLAN 2040

Figure7 Share of inds ina S (i N2
. Other

Freight, Safety, 206

Local Connectivity.

Environment
11%

Access to Jobs,
Congestion
Reduction, Reliable
Commutes
52%
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than the top five objectives. However, it should be
noted that many projects can address multiple needs,
and this higHevel assessment does not necessarily
capture all of the overlap in project need and purpose.
Examples of projects frolALAN 204€hat support these
objectives includ: the widening of the SR 155 freight
corridor in HenryCounty, the Valley Hill Road widerg

in Clayton Countythe SR 92ealignment and underpass
beneath US 78 and the Norfolk Southern ralil line; and
the numerous projects funded with Congestion
Mitigation and Air Quality funds, such as the

Transportation Demand Management Emoydr
Services
-AbGOoT 1 01 AT OA8 O 4)!

project list that supports each of the nine SSTP
objectives Since PLAN 2040 covers most of the

o A @ $ @perations and maintenance needs in the region, the

TIA listis able tofocus more resources on reducing
@Pgesgpp and improving access to jobs.evident in
the chart

tAad

Asset
Management,
Optimized
Throughput
35%

001 EAA
LGt yalrQ



More than half of the TIA funds would go towards
improving access to jobs, reducing congestion, and
increasing reliable trips in the region. Examples of
projects that would support these objectives arélat
Shoals Roadiidening in Roakale 1-285 North at SR 400
interchangeimprovements SR 40@ollector distributor
lanes Clifton Corridor tansit Perimeter Center ITS
Program and SR 400 at SR 140 interchange
improvements

Roughlyone third of the TIA funds would support asset
management and optimized throughput, including the
Pryor Street at CSil line and MARTA East Libedge
replacement Gwinnett Countybusoperatingassistance;
I-20 West ITS and Western Regional Traffic Cbntro
Center and Fulton Industrial Bulevard intersection
improvements

The remaining TIA funds would go to improvements in
freight, safety, environment, and local connectivity to
the statewide network. Examples includerhornton
Road truck friendly lanes, ITS, intersection
improvements angartial widening the Tara Bulevard

G dper arterialé T South Cobb [DOwe corridor
improvements;Campbellton Fairburndd intersection
improvements; and Lawrenceville kKhway multi-use
trail andpedestrianimprovements inGwinnett

Conclusion

Consistent with the SST#js analysis confirms what is
already known: With the limitation of current revenue
streams, Metro Atlanta resources are largely available
for the top priorities of maintaining and getting the
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most out of is existing transportation infrastructure. As
a result,relativelylittle is left over to improve access to
jobs, reduce traffic congestion cost®r increase the
number of people taking reliable trips.

The SSTP found that without new sources of funding,
LISNJ OF LA G
levels by 2030. Employmenénter talent pools (i.e.,
the number of people who can reach an employment
center in 45 minutesduring the peak periodswill be
33%smaller than today, significantly erodj the value
proposition to future employers and putting future job
growth at risk. Considering its operating shortfall, the
core raittransit system MARTA will operate at 5670
percent of current levels. In additioXpresdus service
will also be cut or eliminated because there will not be
operating funds to support it. The public acceptance of
cutting transit and increasing congestion for Metro
Atlanta will be particularly adverse when this story is
contrasted with the ggressive investment its peers are
making to mitigate congestion and create reliable trips
through HOTlane networks and new transit options.

However, the SSTP also found that if new funding
sources are made availalldike the proposed regional
transportaion sales tax enabled by the Transportation
Investment Act of 2010 and by making the correct,
AUNIGSTIAO Ay@gSailyYSyild Ay
systent likethe TIAproject list approved by the Atlanta
Regional Transportation Roundtablen October 13,
2011t system performance could be dramatically
improved, generdhg significanteconomic baefits and
new jobs

O2y3asairzy Oz24aia
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Execution otthe Plars

n the future, this report will be expanded to include
detailed information on the execution (i.e., on
time/on-budget performance) of transportation

investments throughout the state.
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AppendixA: Performance Measuras Data

and Methodology

his section describes each performance measure
in detail, including the data and methodology
used to model or calculate it.

Average number ofvorkers that can reach a
major employment center by car in 45
minutes in the AM peak period

This measure applies tthe 20-county Metro Atlanta
region. Itis limited to Atlanta because: (1) congestion in
Atlanta is typically much more severe than in other
areas of the state, significantly restricting the size of the
talent pool that can access major employment centers
in a reasonable ammt of time (i.e., 45 minutes or less)
during the peak travel periods, and (2) the data and
tools for reliably estimating this measure in the rest of
the stateare currently unavailable Figure Al depicts
the 13 major employment centers Atlanta used in this
analysis

This measure is based on a combination of modeled and
observed data.L (i

[A-1]

modified for the purposes of developing this measure,

and therefore the results do not necessarily reflect the

official travel forecasts produced and endorsed by ARC.
InbriefG KS 1T aGtFyidl wS3IAz2ylLt [ 2YY.
demandmodel is used to estirate the average time it

takes to travel by car from any location in the-@unty

region to each of the 13 major regional employment
centers during the morning rush hours on a typical
weekday. In addition, wherever possible, reairld

speed data from GDOQ& bl GAD! G2NJ a@adSY
place of the modeledspeeds Figure A2 shows the

freeway segments where NaviGAtdata are available).

Using this N> @St GAYS AYyF2NX¥I-GA2Yy X
AKSR¢ F2NJ SI OK OSig.(i SeJ A &
surrounding area from which workers can reach the
center in 45 minutes or less by car during the AM peak
period (6:0010:00AM). The number of workers living in

each emplgmentshed is then estimated using spatially
allocated socioeconomic data from ARC, and the
average size (in terms of number of workers) of the 13

major employmenisheds is calculated and reported.

dK2dAt R 0S y20SR 0 Kjfel gehaleh Qfiethdddldyy fis Ybscribed  below.



Figure Al Metro Atlanta major employment centers
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Figure A2 NaviGAtor instrumented freeway segments in the Atlanta area
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1.wdzy ! w/ Qa (NI} @ STraveRtigastaeR
based on model estimated speeds for all roadways in
I w/ Qa&ounty imodeling domain except for those
where by realworld NaviGAtor dataare available
CKSNEF2NEZ !'w/ Qad Y2RSf Aa
correspondingNaviGAtor data. For example for the
current report, the latest available NaviGAtor data are
fomunmnzZ YR ! w/ Q4 Y2RSft
inputs.

2. Extractrealworld speedtravel time information from
the latest availableNaviGAtordata. NaviGAtor data are
routinely analyzed for use in the annudtlanta
Transportation MAP ReportThis information may also
be used in place of modeled speeds/travel times
purposes of calculating this measurRather than using
the average travel times/speeds from NaviGAtor, it was
decided to use the Q%percentile travel times since this
would provide a better measure of the number of
workers that can reach the major employment centers
within 45 minutesreliably. That is, workers must allow
for up to the 9%' percentile travel time in order to be
sure toarrive at work on time 19 out of 20 times. (This
is closely related to the scalled Buffer Time Index.)
Therefore, the NaviGAtor data were processed to obtain
the 95" percentile travel times for all NaviGAtor
segments in 18ninute increments for all eekdays in
2010. Running hourly averages of tlto®rresponding
speeds were then calculated, and the lowest hourly
average speed in the AM peak for each segment and
each directionvasthen identified.

3. Substituterealworld speeds for modeled speed#\
CUBE log file was created that adds segment IDs to

l'w/ Qa KAIKgl &
A2l 023S® ol'y I 404N omagtite OF
added to the network first.) In addition a

CUBE/Voyager script was written to add the observed
AM peak peri0d95th percentile travel tims from the
NaviGAtor datafrom step 2to the AM peak period
loadednetwork from step 1based on segment ID(The
script adds a  network  attribute  called
ONAWING p ¢ | ¢ foreh®s purpose.)

4. Estimateaveragetravel timefrom every TAZ to every
employment center A CUBE/Voyager script was written
to kim the AM peak loadedighway networkproduced
by step 3 (induding the NaviGAtor based speeds)
determine the shortest travel timegy auto)for all FJ

(4]

YR $fth® model. Thsincludes G K S

gl

GOGSNWAYLI €
GKS GAYS Al dG11Sa G2 | 00Saa
(e.g., walking from home to the car) plus the time it
takes to access the activity from the car (e.g., walking to

NaH2yNJ F 2HNB (0SNG LM NISA BB+ iNK $ .4 OB KIS

Since tle employment centers are generally comprised
of more than one TAZhe travel time is estimatedfrom
gach MAz6 eadhzemplogment Sehtdl) H 1 MmN

5. Estimatethe average number of workers that can
reach each major employment center in 45 minutes or
less The estimated number of workersliving in each
TAZsobtainedfrom ARC moddile vehown.txt . For
each TAZ in the region, the number of workers that can
reach that TAZ from all other TAZs (including the TAZ
itself) is calculatedby checking whether the travel time
between evenyi-j pair of TAZs is less than or equal to 45
minutes. For eachj pair where it is, the workers living
in TAZ are added to the total number of workers that
can reach TAZ within 45 minutes. The avege
number of workers that can reach a given employment
center is then calculated by summing the number of
workers that can reach each TAZ within the employment
center and dividing by the number of TAZs in the
employment center.

6. Calculate the averagempoymentshed siz€or the

13 employment centers. The measure is the average
employmentshed size in the region calculated over the
13 major employment centers which is simply the
average of the average number of workers that can
reach each of the 13 majoregional employment
centers within 45 minutes by car.

v § (i grplihFiglrd v | éWitgqutés'@rpifica@gﬂnv%stKngnﬁn new transportation

infragirpcturg {'a\rgl/g amaiked ¢ shifts in - development

patterns travel demand forecasts predict thdtiture
employmentshedsin Atlanta will shrink compared to
current levels. Therefore, an ambitious yet realistic
target is to hold tlis measure at its current levelThe
correspondingstaff proposedtarget and ranges for this
measure are containedh Table Al below. Thetarget
and rangesre subject to change.


http://www.grta.org/valentin/2010_Transportation_MAP_Report.pdf
http://www.grta.org/valentin/2010_Transportation_MAP_Report.pdf

Table Al Target ranges for average number of workers that
can reach a major employment center by car in 45nuites in
the AM peak period

Performance

Dashboard
Status

Value

%800,000 Workers
Yellow % 720,000 and <800,000 Workers
[ Red | <720,000 Workers

Average number of workers that can reach a
major employment center bytransit in 45
minutes in the AM peak period

The methodologyand data used to estimatehis
measureare similar to those describedfor carsabove

0 & SAerage number of workers that can reach a
major employment center by car in 45 minutes in the
AM peak period ,texceptii K 4 Ay anodlLid n
used to calculate the average time it takes to travel by
transit. hy OS 3L Ay> Al akKz2dz R
was modified for the purposes of developing this
measure, and therefore the results do not necessarily
reflect the official travel forecasts produced and
endorsed by ARC.The calculation includes all transit

modes (local bus, express bus, and rail) and access

modes (walk to transit and drive to transitnd
incorporates the NaviGAtor data for modes thdtline
the freeway network It also includes the travel time
along the entire trip from the origin to the destination:
walking, driving (if applicable), waiting, transferring (if
applicable), and riding.

Without significant investment in new transpotian
infrastructure and/or marked shifts in development
patterns, travel demand forecasts predict that future
employmentsheds in Atlanta will shrink compared to
current levels. Therefore, an ambitious yet realistic
target is to hold this measure at itaircent level. The
correspondingstaff proposedtarget and ranges for this
measure are containeth Table A2 below. The target
and ranges are subjet change.
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Table A2 Target ranges for average number of workers that
can reach a major employment center by transit in 45
minutes in the AM peak period

Performance

Dashboard

Status Value

%120,000 Workers
Yellow »%110,000 and <120,000 Workers
| Red | <110,000 Workers

Annualcongestioncost per peak auto
commuter

Annual congestion cost is supplied by the Texas
Transportation Institu®a o6¢ ¢ L O | ND .y

It is the estimated &lue of travel delay and excefsel
consumption. It is based on 24/7 reakorld travel time

data supplied to TTI by INRIX, covering the freeways and
1agieriagg 3in  the AtlantaUrbanized Area For more

information, go to

o ittpy/mabitiytamy.gdu/files/203,1/08/ atlamnyodf R e

values for years other than 2009 have been converted
into 2009% using national CRU data from
ftp://ftp.bls.gov/pub/special.requests/cpipiai.txt

Even if significant investmerg were made in new
transportation infrastructure and/omarked shiftsoccur

in development patterns, travel demand forecasts
predict thatfuture congestion in Atlanta will continue to
worsen compared to currenfevels, causing congestion
costs to icrease over time. Therefore, a vambitious
target is to hold this measure at its current leveThe
correspondingstaff proposedtarget and ranges for this
measure are containeth Table A3 below. The target
and ranges are subject to change.

Table A3 Target ranges for annual congestion cost per peak
auto commuter(2009%)

Performance

Dashboard

Status Value

X Pmanc
Yellow >Sbmnnc FyR X
[ _Red | >$1151

azo’


http://mobility.tamu.edu/files/2011/09/atlan.pdf
ftp://ftp.bls.gov/pub/special.requests/cpi/cpiai.txt

Averagework commute time adjusted numbersare presented inFigure A-4 and
FigureA-5 on page Ab.
Average commute time isbtained from the 200%nd

2010 American Community SurvelyYearEstimatesfor Over the same timeframe,5 N¥» wl yR& DdzSy ¢
the AtlantaSandy Springblarietta Metro Area Go to research group at Georgia Techcollected vehicle
http://factfinder2.census.goor moreinformation. occupancydata for the HOT lanes. The estimated

averagevehicle occupancy(excludingbuseg was1.39
Even if significant investments were made in new  Thisfactor was multiplied by{ w ¢ VveRiéle countsto

transportation infrastructure and/or marked shifts occur estimate theaveragenumber of peoplein carsin the
in development patterns, travel demandorkcasts HOTlanesduring the weekday peak peiods 13,800
predict that future congestion in Atlanta will continue to people

worsen compared to current levels, causing average
commute times to iarease over time. Therefore, a very
ambitious target is to hold this measure at #809level.
The staff proposedtarget and ranges for this measure
are containedin Table A4. The target and ranges are
subject to change.

To complete themeasure express bupassengerin the
HOT laneswere added Since these routes operate
almost exclusively during the peak periodsyerage
daily ridership was deemed sufficient for this purpose.
The relevantmonthly ridership data were supplied by
Gwinnett County Transiand Xpressand were used to

Table A4 Target ranges for averageork commute time estimate the average daily passengers in the HOT lanes
- from October December, 2011 3400 people(see
Performance TableA-5).
Dashboard
Status Value Table A5 Monthly and average daily ridership for express
X ondm aAyd buses operating in the -85 HOT lanes. Note that the
Yellow >30.1F )/If83.liq\/linutes decrease in ridership in November and December is a
m >33.1 Minutes recurring seasonal effect caused by passengers taking more
: vacation time during the holidays.

| [ I-85HOT Lan@ransit Ridership |

14,887 12,726 10,698 38,311

Averagenumber ofpeopletravelingin HOT
lanes during theweekdayAM and PMpeak

periods GCT 102 6,376 5,385 4,600 16,361
GCT 103 29,256 25,966 21,045 76,267
This measure is obtained féxtlantaonly. It is defined Xpresgt10 4,701 4,432 2,745 11,878
as the averagenumber of people in cars and buses  RASUIEEEZNE 5,997 5,607 4,849 16,453
utilizing high occupancy toll (HOT) landaring the Xpresst12 13,557 11,774 9,792 35,123
weekdayAM and PM peak periods (6:AM-10:00AM, Xpressi13 2,153 2,335 1,982 6,470
3:00PM-7:00PM) These trips are considered reliable Xpresst16 2,751 2,470 2,156 7,317
Total 79,678 70,695 57,867 208,240
The number of cars utilizing the 85 HOT lanesn all Days 21 20 21 62
norn-holiday weekdays in October, Novembernda — BMECIVARVCE 3,794 3,535 2,756 3,359
December 2011 was collected by the State Road and
Tollway Authorit(SRTA) SRTA countethe number of Note that the decrease in ridership in November and

unique vehicleswith transpondersthat accessed the December in Table -8 is a recurring seasonal effect

HOT lanegduring each day/peak period combination caused by passengers taking more vacation time during
regardless of how far they traveled in the laneBhese the holidays. Compared to the same period in 2010,
numbers were then scaled up using empiricligsed transit ridership in the-B5 HOT lane corrat increased
adjustment factors to account for vehicles without by 15% on average during the fourth quarter of 2011.
transponders that also used the HOT lanes. The (See Figuré\-3 on page A7.) Combining the average
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http://factfinder2.census.gov/
http://www.georgiatolls.com/
http://www.georgiatolls.com/
http://www.gatech.edu/
http://www.gctransit.com/
http://www.xpressga.com/

FigureA-3 Average daily transit ridership in the-85 HOT lane corridor increased by 15% on average in the fourth quarter of 2011
compared to the same period in 2010.
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daily passengers with the average number of people in Table A6 shows that, on average for the first two weeks
cars produces a total average number of people utilizing  in December 2011, the85 southbound express lane at
the HOT lanes during the weekday AM and PM peak Jimmy Carter Boulevard moved 43% more people in the

periods of 17,200. peak hour between 7:00AM and 8:00AM than did the
individual general purpose lanes next toand it did so

To help putthe recent performance of the HOT lanes more reliably.

into some context, the average number of people

observed passinglimmy Carter Boulevard on-85 Table A6 Comparison of the number of people moved by the

southbound between7:00AM and 8:00AM during the I-85 express lane and general purpose lanes in the weekday

morning peak hour. The express lane moved 43% more

weekdays from December 5 to December 16, 2011, people on aveage than the individual general purpose lanes
(inclusive)is compared for lte express lanes and the next to it.

neighboring general purpose lanes in Tablé Below.

The average vehicles per hour data for the express lanes Average People Throughput
FyYyR 3SySNFf LldzN1Ras fthysa Dec 516, 2011

Traffic Management Center and are considered accurate 7:00AM8:00AM

to within +/- 10%. The average number of buses Ayg.

between 7:00AM and 8:00AMas estimated based on Venhicles/ AV

the time schedules for the routes operating in the = People/

corridor. The average number of passengers per bus I-éin:B Expre;{serz!\cr:llt-?@ i Ceris
was estimated fromaveragedaily ridership counts for 1432 139 1.990
the routes divided by two to estimate the AMbnly : 23 28.3 ,651
ridership, and scaled according to the fraction of total 2,641
AM trips operating between 7:00AM and 8:00AMhe

I-85 SB General Purpose Lane @ Jimmy Carter

average vehicle occupancy for vehicles operating in the 1,591 1.16 1,846
express and general purpose lanes was collected by Dr.

RarRé DdzSyat SNR& NBaSHNOK 3INEggel thriges Ok 2ndBredsuré RaPeK Bt yet been

developed.
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Figure A-4 Number of vehicles that utilizedhe -85 HOT lanes in the AM peak period (6:00AML0:00AM)for all non-holiday
weekdays in October, November, and December, 2@$burce: SRTA)
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Figure A-5 Number of vehicles that utilized the-85 HOT lanes in the PM peak period (3:00RM7:00PM) for @ non-holiday
weekdays in October, November, and December, 2@$burce: SRTA)
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Average mmber of peopletaking rail trips
during the weekday AM and PM peak periods

This measure is obtained fétlantaonly. It is defined

as the number ofinked transittrips in the AMand PM

peak period (6:0010:00AM 3:0G67:00PN) using rail
These trips are considered reliableCurrently, his
measure applies only to MARTA rail tripa ! we¢ ! Qa
Research and Analysis Division collects rail station entry
counts for all stations by time of day throughout the
year and provided th&Y2010and 2011annual average
weekday rail entriessummed over6:00AM-10:00AM

and 3:00PM-7:00PM.

Target ranges for this measurehave not yet been
developed

Daily hours of truclkdelayon Georgia
Interstates

In 2010, trucks experienced about 7,600 hours of delay
LISNJ RIF@ 2y DS2NHAI Q&
statewide truck delay occurred in the Atlanta region.
Trucks were delayed more in the afternoon peak period
than the morning peak period. Argge portion (45%) of
adlrdS6ARS GNHzO1 RSt @
peak period. Outside the Atlanta region, most truck
delay was isolated and moderate. Moderate
construction delays in 2010 might be evident o5
between Macon and Florida.

In the afternoon peak period, major freight bottlenecks
in the peak direction included:

1 1-285 westbound on the top end between &A0
and +75

I-75 northbound between-285 and 4575

I-85 northbound outside-285 on the north side
[-285 southbound approachingl0 on the west side
I-75/85 southbound between the-15 and 185
merge and 20

[-285 eastbound on the top end between &R0
and 85

I-20 eastbound outside285 on the east side

I-75 southbound south of675

I-285 southbound south of85 on the easside

I-20 eastbound just outsided85 on the west side.

= = =4 =4 4

=A =4 =4 =4
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In the morning peak period, major freight bottlenecks in
the peak direction included:

1 1-85 southbound south of GA16

1 1-20 eastbound just outsided85 on the west side

1 1-75 southbound south of%75

1 1-75 southbound north of-675.

¢KS LISNF2NXIyOS 2F DS2NHAI Qa

moving freight can be quantified by the amount of delay
trucks experience on Interstates. Two primary data
sources for this measure were truck volumes from
GDOT couters and truck speeds measured by the
American Transportation Research Instit@#eTrRI).

In 2010, ATRI conducted a truck speed study on Georgia
Interstates. Within onemile highway segments, ATRI
calculated wee#tay average speeds by tinoé-day
(TOD) period based on truck GPS traces. The TOD
periods were: morning (@0am), midday (10amBpm),
afternoon (37pm), and nighttime (7pr6am). For the

Ly i & NE AR $59q). the Rpgeds, jn pacy ydfregtion, were-,

measured separatelyand for the rest of the state, the
speeds in both directions were combined.

The delJay was obtained by considering the volume of

2 O O dZNRNE Rravding oh Bedott Kighha§ Segrheftland e 2 ¥

additional time required to traverse each highway
segment under congested pseds compared to a
reference freeflow speed. The reference speed was
assumed to be the speed limit, with the exception of
high speed limit segments, where average nighttime
speeds were useihstead

The results and the methodology are presented in the
next sections.

The two primary data elements required for this
measure were truck speed and truck volume. There
existed no single consistent, statewidkiata sourcefor
both, therefore the speed and volumelata were
combined from different sources. The process of
calculating the delay measure consisted of the following
steps:

1. interpolating truck percentage and directional
percentage between actual count sites,

2. matching the directionality of the speeds and
the volumes,

2


http://www.atri-online.org/

3. finding the appropriate volume sources to pair
up with the speeds on each ommile segment,

4. calculating the percentage of volume occurring
in each timeof-day period,

5. finding the appropriate timeof-day percentage
source to pair up with the speks on each one
mile segment,

6. setting a reference speed to the speed limit,
expect for segments where the speed limit was
65mph or 70 mph, in which cases the average
observed offpeak speed was used as the
reference speed, and

7. calculating the truck delay.

The first step involved obtaining the percentage of
traffic volume that consisted of trucks and the
percentage of traffic volume that flowed in each
direction, that is, truck percentage and directional split.
The truck volumes were obtained from a 2009 atzdse

of the State Traffic and Report Statistics (STARS). The
STARS data consisted of both a) isolated actual counts
sites, which included annual average daily traffic (AADT),
truck percentage, and directional splits, and b)
estimated sites, which includiean estimated AADT, but
not truck percentage or directional splitsGenerally
speaking, e truck percentages and directional splits
were transferred from the actual locations to the
estimated locations depending on the network
configuration. For all ¢isnated sites located between
two actual sites, the average truck percentage and the
average directional split of the two actual sites were
applied. For end segments, where estimated sites had
an actual site only on one side, the truck percentage and
directional split of the actual site were transferred to
the estimated sites.Locations near interchanges were
alsotreated as end segments, and only the data from
the nearest actual count location on the same facility as
the estimated site were used.

There vere several complicated special cases, where
percentages could not simply be extended. In such
cases when a prevailing flow could not be inferred, an
even direction split and a truck percentage of 10% was
assumed. The truck AADT was then calculated by
multiplying the AADT by the truck percentage and by

the directional split. The volume data were ready to

match up with the speed data.

[A-7]

The second step required ensuring that the
directionality of the count data matched that of the
speed data at each locam in the Atlanta region. This
was done by matching the dominant direction of the
count links with the dominant direction of the speed
links as north, south, east, and west, respectively. ATRI
defined directions on-285 as inner loop and outer loop,
which were then translated as north, south, east or
west, depending on the specific location. This mapping
was ready to use later on.

The third step was to combine the actual speed and
volume data. The geographic shapes of the ATRI speeds
and STARS volumesere slightly offset and of varying
segmentation. The results were to be stored in the ATRI
file, with its highefresolution onemile segments.
Therefore, for each ATRI omeile link, the best STARS
link was sought. The approach chosen was to find the
STARS link that had the largest common area with the
ATRI link. The steps involved: the ATRI links were
buffered 10 feet on each side, the STARS links were
buffered 200 feet on each side, the buffers were
intersected with each other, the intersected shapes
were buffered by their STARS ID, the area of the
resultant shapes were calculated, and the calculated
area was divided by the area of the ATRI link. This
resultant fraction represents the portion of the ATRI
buffer occupied by a relevant STARS link. IH&RS link
with the largest fraction was chosen to transfer its
volume to the ATRI link. The direction identified in the
previous step was then used to ensure the appropriate
set of properties was inherited.

With the truck AADT combined with the averagmeed
data, average daily truck delay could be calculated.
However, to leverage the ATRI speeds at each-tifre
day period, timeof-day period specific volumes were
necessary. For this fourth step, representative count
data was obtained for automatedaffic recorder (ATR)
sites on Interstates throughout the state. A series of
queries condensed counts of vehicles on each lane for
each hour of weekdays in March 2010 for each ATR site
to a percentage of truck volume that occurs in each
time-of-day periodat each site. For example, the results
could indicate that 30% of the trucks passing a particular
site passed in the morning peak periodl(@am).

In the fifth step, these TOD percentage dateere
transferred to the appropriate ATRI link to apply to the



previouslyobtained truck AADT. Though in many cases
the ATR sites matched the STARS locations, the timing
and sequence of the analysis necessitated a separate
matching process. An initial approach searched for the
closest ATR site to each ATRI link. miost cases, this
successfully applied a reasonable TOD percentage to
ATRI links. However, in several cases, the sloS€R
link was not a reasonable choice given the network
structure. These cases were manually identified and
corrected. In some caseshere ATR sites were not
available ordid not exist(e.g., 285 top end), other
approximations were made (e.g.,-285 top end
inherited the TOD percentages of anothe85 ATR
site).

The calculation of delay requires comparing the
measured speed againsome reference, presumably
free-flow speed. For this measure, the reference speed
was assumed to the speed limit. However, the sixth
step required adjusting the reference speed for high
speed limit links where the maximum night time speeds
were actualy lower than the speed limit. A possible
reason for thiswould be truck engine governorghat
regulate maximum speed. The reference speeds were
adjusted for links with a 6Bph or 70 mph speed limit.
TableA-7 below lists the average nigtime speeds for
each speed limit for links inside and outside the Atlanta
region. Theobserved average nighttime speedson
segments with65 mph and 70mph speed limi were
anywhere between 2.9 mph and 6.5 mph beldhe
postedspeed limit and were thus ed as the reference
speed forthosesegments

Table A7 Observed nighttime average truck speeds on
Georgia Interstates with corresponding posted speed limits

Outside Atlanta
Nighttime
AverageTruck
Speed(mph)

Atlanta
Nighttime
AverageTruck
Speed(mph)

Posted

Finally, in the seventh step the delawas calculated in
hours for each onenile link as:
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' 888‘

TruckDelay= a

TODQ

a1
TOD )%
SRE

Where V; = Truck vqumePrOD— percentage of truck

volume occurring in each TOD perjo8,,,= average

speed in each TOD perigahd S~ reference speed.

Steps one, two, and three described above apply to the
Atlanta region. Outside the Atlga region, the process
was somewhat ifferent. The 2009 STARS AADT data
served as the basis of the truck delay outside Atlanta,
just as it did in Atlanta. However, because the ATRI
speeddata for each onemile segmentoutside Atlanta
was the averagef the speed in both directions, the
directional split of the STARS counts was not utilized.
One artifact of the sequence and timing of the analysis
was that outside Atlanta, STARS estimated counts were
not used, unlike in Atlanta. The truck AADT at each
actual count STARS site was calculated by multiplying
the truck percentage by the total AADT. The truck AADT
was then applied to the intermediate links in a fashion
similar to that described in step one, with the average
truck AADT betweenwo actual countsites being
applied to all links linearlyn between and the truck
AADTwas applied from an actual site to all links in an
end corridor.

The delay was then summed for all links in the state.
The results are contained fableA-8. These results are
also mapped in detail in FigureséAhrough A10 below

to help identify the Interstate truck bottlenecks in the
state. In 2010, trucks experienced about 7,600 hours of
RStFe& LISNI RFHeg 2y
(76%) of that delay occurred ithe Atlanta region.
Trucks were delayed more in the afternoon peak period
than the morning peak period. A large portion (45%) of
GKS adriSeARS (G NUzO] RSt I
afternoon peak period. Outside the Atlanta region,
most delay was isolatecand moderate. Moderate
construction delays in 2010 might be evident o5l
between Macon and Florida. While there were
relatively minor delays in the reverse direction in the
morning peak period, some reverse directions exhibited
moderate delays in thafternoon peak period.

Outside the Atlanta region, most delay was isolated and
moderate. Lower speeds were observed near weigh
stations, welcome centers, rest areas, interchanges near

DS2NHEAI QA&
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concentrations of industry, and on segments with Table A8 Estimated truck hours of delay on Georgia
operational challeges. The estimated delay for these Interstates in 2010
locations outside the Atlanta regiowas 415 hoursper

| Truck Hours of Delay

day, which is approximately 23% of the 1,831 hours of Outside
delay outside of Atlanta and 5% of the 7,578 hours of Atlanta | Atlanta
288

delay statewide. 6 AMC 10 AM W 1701
Target ranges for this measure have nget been 10 AMc 3 PM 643 719 1,362
developed 3 PMc7PM 3,444 474 3,918

Pes 7 PMc 6 AM 157 350 507

TOTAL 5,747 1,831 7,578

[A-9]
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Figure A7 Estimated 2010 truck hours of delay per miper day in the AMpeak period (6:00AM; 10:00AM) and peak direction on
PdtrydlrQa LYGSNEGIGSa

Morning Truck Delay
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Figure A8 Estimated 2010 truck hours of delay per miper day in the AM peak period (6:00AkI10:00AM) and reverse direction on
PGt ydlrQa LYGSNRGFGSa
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Figure A9 Estimated 201Gruck hours of delay per milger day in the PM peak period (3:00PKI7:00PM) and peak direction on
PGt ydlrQa LYGSNRGFGSa
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Figure A10 Estimated 2010 truck hours of delay per miger day in the PM peak period (3:00P7:00PM) and reverse direction on
AdtlyilQa LYGSNRGFGSa
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Percent ofpopulation within 10 miles of a 4
lane state or USroute

Initiated in 1989 by a resolution of the Georgia General
laasSyote YR GKS D2@SNYy2NE
Road Improvement Program (GRIP)tdsconnect 95
percent of the cities in Georgia with a population of
2,500 or more to the interstate system. The GRIP
system will also ensure that 98 percent of all areas of

mile buffer is applied to alstate routeswith four or

more lanes, and the percent of the total population
living within this buffer is caldated (see Figure A
below). The staff proposed target and ranges for this
meas@e amecpntaineghilable RBbelgyp BHE fagoet NI &
and ranges are subject to change.

Table A9 Target ranges for percent of population within 10
miles of a state or US route

Georgia will be within 20 miles of a felame road. Performance
Dashboad
For purposes of this measurthe staffproposed target Status Vil
Ae pi EN) YENE 27 0KS 4Gt G ST K dps  MOKAY

miles of a foudlanestate or US route It isestimated for
the entire state using a GIS analysi261.0 population
data at the census tract level from the U.S. Census
Bureau and statewide roadway data from GDOT10A

[A-19]

Yellow X chamtk< 95%

L___Red | < 90%




Figure AllPercent of Georgia's population within 10 miles of a felane stateor USroute

Percent of Georgia's Population Within
10 Miles of a Four-Lane Highway

4+ Lane Highway

[ 10 miles: 97%
B > 10 miles
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Percent ofstate and federaltransportation
fundingspent onlocalroads

This measure applies statewide and is calculated by
dividing the total amount of state and federal
transportation funds spent/authorized in fiscal year
2010and 2011on nonstate routes and temporary state
routes by the total federaland state transportation
funds spent/authorized in fiscal yeaf010 and 2011,
respectively The correspondingtaff proposedtarget
andranges for this measure are containgdTable A10
below. The target and ranges are subject to change.

Table A10 Target ranges for percent of state and federal
funds spent on local routes

Performance
Dashboard
Status Value
X H JE:
Yellow X mamt< 20%
[ Red | <10%

Reduction in annual highway fatalities

GDOT considers safety in every stage of a project and in
every investment decision. The American Association of
State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO)
hasadopted a national goal of reducing fatalities by

1000 each year. To assist in achieving this national goal,
Georgia has set a target of reducing fatalities thy#

more each year. This is based on our roadway types as
well as the number of cars and trucks using our roadway
system. This measure evaluates GR@fforts to
reducefatalities on Georgia's roads. The target and
ranges areutlined in Table Allbelow.

Table All Target ranges for reduction in annual highway
fatalities

Performance
Dashboard
Status
Yellow X and< 41
<0

[A-19]

Percentage of Interstates meeting
maintenance standards

Georgia is noted for its top rated roadways.By
maintaining Interstates at a high level, more costly
reconstruction can be avoided; extending the life of our
pavements. This measure evaluates the health of
LI @SYSyia
of ride quality or smoothness, butther of how well
the interstate pavement structure is maintained.

The targetisto M A Y G Ay  rE?
an average COPACES (Computerized Pavement
Condition Evaluation System) Rating of 75 or mdrbe
COPACES rating evaluates rufircracks and other
surface deficiencies on a scale of 1 to 10Beduced
resources have made this target difficult to achieve.
Through its Asset Management efforts GDOT is
exploring ways to cost effectively maintain its Interstate
system. The targetand ranges for this measure are
contained inTable A12 below.

Table Al12 Target rangegercentage of Interstates meeting
maintenance standards

Performance
Dashboard
Status Value
%90
Yellow %80and<90
[ _Red | <80

Percentage of statewned noninterstate
roads meeting maintenance standards

Georgia is noted for its top rated roadways.By
maintaining noninterstates at a high level, more costly
reconstruction can be avoided; extending the life of our
pavements. This measure evaluates the health of
LI dSYSyila 2y -InRStatddHThis © &ot a/ 2 Y
rating of ride quality or smoothness, but rather of how
well the nonlinterstate pavement structure is
maintained.

The target is to mMAY dFAYy dmE: 2-F
Interstates at an average COPACES (Computerized
Pavement Condition Evaluation System) Rating of 70 or
more. The COPACES rating evaluates rutting, cracks and
other surface deficiencies on a scale of 1 to 100.

2y DS ZINdidinot@aating y (i S NA
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Reduced resources have made this target diffico
achieve. Through its Asset Management efforts GDOT is
exploring ways to cost effectively maintain its non
Interstate system. The target and ranges for this
measure are contained ifiable A13below.

Table Al3 ranges for percentage of stateowned non
Interstate roads meeting maintenance standards

Performance

Dashboard
Status

Value

%90
Yellow »80 and<90
|___Red | <80

Percent of stateowned bridges meeting
GDOT standards

GDOT evaluates its bridges based on their strength and
deck condition. This measure tracks the percent of
State owned Bridges that meet or exceed a determined
standard.

The target is to raintain Stateowned bridges such that
85% meet or exceed the GDOT standa@DOT makes
every effort to assure the safety of Georgia's citzen
GDOT will continue to explore ways to maintain or
improve the maintenance of our Stat@wned bridges.
The coresponding targetand ranges for this measure
are containedn Table Al14 below.

Table Al4 Target ranges for percent dftate-owned bridges
that meet or exceed GDOT standards

Performance
Dashboard
Status Value
X 9% p
Yellow X 0%and< 8%%
| Red | < 0%

Metro Atlanta highway morningevening
peak hour speeds

Due to the level of congestion in Metrédtlanta,
travelers anticipate delays when traveling during peak
morningand eveninghours (6aml0amand 3pm7pm).
Thegoalis to reduce congestion such that a 30 minute

[A-20]

trip during nonpeak hours would take no more than
about 40 minutes during peak houl.ikewise, a speed
of 55 mph during nompeak hours would be reduced to
about 40 mph during peak hour. This measure tracks
average speeds across several key Mditianta
roadways during morning peak hours of travel.

GDOT has set a peak hour target of 4fhnor better for

its Interstate systemAddressing the issue of congestion
within the Atlanta region is a challenge that will require
time and resources.GDOT is exploring several options
to improve congestion and provide choices including
implementation of HOT Lanes on the-86 North
corridor, Ramp Metering, improvements to various
interchanges and additional capacity to corridors where
appropriate. The target and ranges for this measure are
containedin Table A15.

Table A15 Target ranges for AM/PM peak hour operating
speeds in key corridors

Performance
Dashboard
Status Value
X nnoat |l
Yellow X o p aradk 40 MPH
[ Red | <35 MPH

AverageHERO response time

A roadway incident can delay traffic and present a
hazard to travelers. By clearing a blocked lane one
minute sooner, we could save our traveling public 4 to 6
minutes of delay.This measure tracks the timetakes

a HERO unit to reach the scene from the time of
notification.

The target is to reduce incident response time to 10
minutes or less. GDOT is exploring options to add
resources to corridors witthe highest incident rates.

The value reported here is the average HERO response
time over the most recent six months of data. (GDOT
reports each month separately as part of its-lore
GDOTPerformanceManagement Dashboard) In the
current report, the six months covered arelyJthrough
December2011. The targetandranges for this measure
are containedn Table Al16below.



http://www.dot.ga.gov/statistics/performance/Pages/default.aspx

Table Al6 Target ranges for averagdERO response time

Performance
Dashboard
Status Value
X 0 Minutes
Yellow > 10 and>K15 Minutes
| Red | >15Minutes

Percentof commute trips to major
employment centerson transit

¢CKAA& YSIadNBE Aa SadAvyldaSR
model for the year 2010. The estimated number of
home-based work (i.e., commute) person trips made to
the 13 major employment centers (as definedFigure
A-1 above) on transit are divided by the estimated total
number of homebased work person trips to the
employment centersisingall modes.

Historically, the shortage of transit funds for the region
coupled with present and possibly future limitations
pose significant barriers to transit capital and operations
expansion in the region. Given these challengesa
realistic target is to hold this measure at 2010level.
The staff proposedtarget and ranges for this measure
are containedin Table Al7 below. The target and
ranges are subject to change.

Table Al7 Target ranges fopercent of commute trips made
by transit

Performance
Dashboard
Status Value
%11.3%
Yellow %10.26and<11.3%
[ Red | <10.2%

Average transit @erating cost per passenger

This measure is obtained fddetro Atlanta using data
downloaded from the 200%nd 2010National Transit
Database odine:
http://www.ntdprogram.gov/ntdprogram/data.htm It
is averaged over all major transit operators in the
regon, including vanpoolsThe target ranges for this
measure are containeth Table A18 below. Values for
years other than 2009 have been convertetbi2009%

[A-21]

using AtlantaSandy SpringMlarietta Metro Area CPU
data from
http://www.bls.gov/eag/eag.ga_atlanta msa.htm

Table Al18 Target ranges for average transit opsing cost
per passenge(20093)

Performance
Dashboard
Status Value
X bHdcc
Yellow >$2.66l Y Rb2.9R
[ Red | >$2.93
dzaAy3 !'w/ Qa GN¥Y @St RSYIYR


http://www.ntdprogram.gov/ntdprogram/data.htm
http://www.bls.gov/eag/eag.ga_atlanta_msa.htm
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Appendix BProjectAlignment with SSTP
Objectives Data and Methodology

Table B1 Goals andbjectives from the Statewide Strategic Transportation Plan (SSTP)

Improved access to jobs, encouraging growth in prixssetor
employment, work force

Reduction in traffic congestion costs

{dZJ2 NI Ay3 DS2NBAL Q Improved efficiency, reliability of commutes in major Metropolitan are

titi - s .
competitiveness Efficiency and reliability of freight, cargo, and goods movement

Border to border and interregional connectivity
Support for local connectivity to statewide transportation network
Ensuring safety and security Reduction in crashes resulting in injury and loss of life

al EAYATAy3 (KS OFf dz Optimized capital asset management

e[Sl RI NSRRI R EROISIRMENTII Optimized throughput of people and goods through network assets
throughout the day

Minimize impact on the environment Reduce emissions, improve air quality statewide, limit footprint

able B-1 abovelists the goals and objectivem augmented based on detailed project
the SSTP, with minor modificationmade for descriptiongfact sheets when available.
consistency This section describes hée
methodology for determining alignment of projects with The process is designed to ensure that the objectives
theseobjectives whichconsists of a threstep process: supported by each project are accurately, efficiently,
and consistently identified. Instead of laboriously
1. A Geographic Information System (Gl®ased checking every project against every objective and
analysis of the planned locations of projects with relying onthe person doing the evaluation to make the
respect to identified freight corridors, regional decision, this process uses basic project
employment centers, and state routes; characteristics location and program argato
2. An automated, preliminary assessment of the SSTP  automatically make a preliminary assesmnt of which
objective(s) supported by each profdrased on the objective(s) a project supports. Although somefrgmt

LINE2SOGQa LINPANI Y | NBF  owokkis necess&yNd gatifed projeciilécatiBndribination,
TPRO or the relevant MPO plan) and the results of the GIS analysis provides an initial, cleat and

the Glsbased analysis from step 1; and objective way to quickly identify projects that enhance
3. Inspection of the automated resultsom steps 1 freight corridors, serve employment centers, and/or
and 2on a projectby-project basis to determine connect the local network to existing state assets.
whether any objectives should be overridden or However, there may be important project

[B-1]



characteristics not captured by this preliminary
assessment that can help refine the objectives. For

example, if safety elements N& OAGSR Ay |

sheet as an important part of the project, the
preliminary assessment could be modified during the
projectby-project review to include alignment with the
safety objective, even if the project is not in the safety
program area During this review, objectives that were
identified during the automated process can also be
RSaSt SOGSR AT RSSYSR
default program area might also be warranted during
the review, although this is a rare occurrence. &sle
for any adjustments to the automated results is
documented.

Once the threestep process is complete, the number of
projects supporting each objectivie summarized and
the estimated costs of all projects supporting each
objective are totaled. Summmareports can provide, for
example, information such as the number of projects
GKIFId oAttt AGAYLINRGS | O0Saa
LINE 2SO0 O0z2adl laaz20Al GdSR
O2y3SaiArzy dé

The three steps of the process are summarigedable
B-2 and described in more detdikelow.

Rules for Classification

Step 1: GiBasedAnalysis

The first step in determining alignment of projects with

SSTP objectivésa GlSbased analysis. Project locations

are evaluated relative to regional employment centers,
freight corridors, and existing state assets (i.e., state
routes, including Interstas).

Proximity to Regional Employment Centers

dzy & dzA

uo? the%raﬁoc in one or otl1 pea

or the 22regionalcenters and regionabwn centers, as
defined by AR 6ee Figure Bl) for purposes of
ahaN@irg) Shé GAfsata Prbjedtproposed for funding
under the Transportation Investment Act of 2010

RegionalCenters

City Center Delk Road TOD  Northlake
Midtown Emory t QUNBS /
Atlantic Station  Gwinnett Perimeter
Buckhead Hartsfield Sandtown
Buckhead South Mtn. Industrial Sandy Springs
Cumberland North Point Town Center

Regional Town Centers

Decatur Lawrenceville Marietta

The threemile threshold is based on an analysis using
l'w/ Q& GNIY @St RSYIFIYR Y2RSt
.region where (|n 2010 mqre than 50% (ie,a majorlty)
rlo%s iS comprlsg’d of
t? 1pPs Havelmg ?o '\h’%m %r w%h}{w #se realonal ceﬁtérso
These roadways are highlightedrad inFigure B2. The
three-mile buffers include most of thesroadways, and
therefore it is expected that projects within these
buffers will serve primarily regional centegzlated trips
during the peak periods. This is consistent with the

strategic goals outlined by IT3 and the SSTP for arterial

roadway projects.Figure B3 shows those ARC projects
that intersect the 3 mile buffer around the employment
centers. (Note: Parts of projects in different locations
are often grouped together in a single project shape,
which causes some of theconsistencies Figure B3.)

G20

I LINRP2SOGQ& LINRPEAYAGE G2 F NBIAZYylf SyLfzevSyi
servesas a proxy as to whether it supports the SSTP
202SO00AQPS 2F GAYLINROSR | O0Saa (2 220ad¢ t Ne2Soda GKI

partially or entirely within a certain istance are
assumed to support this objective. Regional centers (if
any) outside of the 2@ounty Atlanta region still need to
be identified. However, for the 26ounty Atlanta
region, the proposed criterion is three miles from the
border of any of thel3 major employmentcenters
depicted inFigure Al for projects in PLAN 2040, and

[B-2]

® The regionalcenters and regionatown centers listed are
OzyaraidsSyd g AlK iK2as AY
Transportation Investment Act of 2010 investment criteria.
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Table B2 Summary of threestep process for determining alignment of projects with SSTP objectives
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Improves freightonnectivity/

Provides transit service on rail g
access/capacity

managed lanes
Provides transit service that

Contains safety elements
Contains bike/ped elements
Provides managed lanes
relieves congestion
interregional connectivity
Is funded by CMAQ

Improves statewide/
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Figure B1 Metro Atlanta regionalcentersand regional town centersas defined by AR@r use in the GIS analysaf Atlanta projects
proposed for funding under the Transportation Investment Act of 2010
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Figure B2 Roadways where greater than 50% of traffic in the peak periods is related torttagor regional centers
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Figure B3 GIS analysis d?LAN 204@entersfocused projects
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Freight

Projects near freight corridors N6 f A1Sfe& (2 d&aAYLNRGS

STFFTAOASYyOe |yR NBtAlLoAtAGE 2F FNBAIKGPE {GFGSHARS FNBA:
O2NNAR2NB oAfft S@Syldzatte 6S ARSYGATASR Ay D5h¢Qa FNBAZ
and logistics studybut are not yet availablefor this

NB L32 NI & Ly GKS 14t Fydar NBIA2YyS !w/ Q& ! {¢whal!'t i NHzO |
routes ae already identified and are used for this

analysis. Ideally, a project that improves freight

efficiency would run along the freight routéor the

entire length of the project However, a method was

needed to deal with the intricaciesf the data (freight

routes as lines and projects as polygons) as wethas

partial overlap of project extentsProject proximity to

the freight routes is determined by a ratio. The freight

routes are buffered 100 feet on each side to match the

project pdygon dimensions.  Then, the ratids

calculatedof the project area inside the freight buffer to

the entire project area. The map Figure B4 highights

projects with freight area ratios greater than 0that

is, more than half of the project aligns with an

ASTROMAP corridoand thusit is assumed thathey

support improved efficiency and reliability of freight.

Support for Local Connectivity toaS¢wide
Transportation Network

The approach to evaluating the support for local
connectivity to the statewide transportation network is
a GIS analysis of proximity of projects to state routes or
Interstates. Projects that aneartially or entirelywithin

a half mile of state routes or Interstatebut not on a
state route,are assumed to enhance local connectivity
to the statewide network.Figure B5 illustrates the GIS
analysis of support for local connectivity to the
statewide transportation network. Approximately 80%
of the projects in the Atlanta region are within half a
mile of a state route or Interstate.
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Figure B4 GIS analysis of ARC projetitst align with ASTROMA#Reight corridors

[B-8]






