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Background for Public Comment 
 

Overview 
 
In its role as the Metropolitan Planning Organization for the metropolitan Atlanta Region, ARC has a 
distinct responsibility to provide the public with transportation planning information throughout any 
transportation planning process.  This information should be shared early and often, and be presented in a 
manner that is clear and understandable.  This report endeavors to document how that was accomplished 
for the PLAN 2040 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), as updated in March 2014, its associated 
Transportation Improvement Program for FY 2014– 2019 and the Conformity Determination Report.  All 
of this is being integrated with the Georgia Department of Community Affairs (DCA) required Regional 
Agenda and coordinated with the Area Agency on Aging programs. 
 
This report is divided into four primary sections: 
 

 Policy background that governs the public outreach activities at ARC 

 Discussion of the outreach process that encouraged public input with accounting of the results of this 
process 

 Section on the public comments received during the official public review and comment period 
along with ARC and planning partner responses 

 Exhibits section with examples of outreach formats used in the process 
 

Federal Guidance 
 
The public participation process is guided by federal regulation for the Federal Highway Administration: 
23 CFR Part 450.316: Interested parties, participation, and consultation as well as the Federal Transit 
Administration regulation: 49 CFR Part 613.300: 
 

 Provide adequate public notice of public participation activities and time for public review and 
comment at key decision points, including but not limited to a reasonable opportunity to comment 
on the proposed metropolitan transportation plan and the TIP; 

 Provide timely notice and reasonable access to information about transportation issues and 
processes; 

 Employ visualization techniques to describe metropolitan transportation plans and TIPs. 

 Make public information (technical information and meeting notices) available in electronically 
accessible formats and means, such as the World Wide Web; 

 Hold any public meetings at convenient and accessible locations and times; 

 Demonstrate explicit consideration and response to public input received during the development 
of the metropolitan transportation plan and the TIP; 
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To provide an engagement process that facilitates identification of community values, development of 
policies and implementation of plans that matter to residents and communities, ensuring competitive 
advantage and preserving long term sustainability. 
 
Community Engagement – Transportation Participation Goals 
 
ARC’s Transportation Access and Mobility Division is provided guidance through the Regional Community 
Engagement Plan, adopted August 2011 by the ARC Board.  The goals of the plan are as follows: 
 

 Enhance the impact of participation on transportation decision-making.  To accomplish this goal, 
ARC strives to: 

o Increase the number of people participating in the process. 
o Increase the number of opportunities to participate. 
o Increase the understanding of transportation planning 
o Evaluate the effectiveness of participation processes. 

 

 Increase the coordination of participation activities between ARC, local jurisdictions and 
transportation agencies in the Atlanta Region to more effectively provide outreach mechanisms for: 

o Sharing activities and results 
o Implementing shared agendas 
o Communicating coordination results. 

 
The following components of community engagement are identified in this plan and are employed for 
Regional Transportation Planning Process. As much as possible, engagement occurs continuously, not just 
around a planning process. In this way, relationships are built over time and knowledge is current and 
useful to all concerned. These components do not represent all of the possibilities for outreach and 
discussion – only the major components: 
 

 Public dialogue about the needs in the community 

 Public consideration and discussion of a proposed project 

 Review and comment on a proposed project 

 Public input on regional policies, goals and strategies that will determine how the project will look 
in the future 

 Public review of a plan’s technical framework during its development 

 Public review of results of plan testing for financial constraints and air quality conformity to 
federal and state requirements 

 Public review of draft plan 

 Feedback to public on how their input influenced the planning effort 

 Plan presented to ARC committees for consideration and adoption with public comment period 

 Formal public hearing on major plan changes 

 Plan is adopted by governmental agencies and projects within the plan are then available for 
funding 
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Implementation of procedures related to these guidelines for ARC’s planning and participation processes in 
accordance with policies, include:  
 

 Public notice of review and comment period through a legal organ, the ARC website, media 
advisories and extensive mailing lists;  

 Reasonable opportunity for review and comment inclusive of a 30-day review and comment 
period;  

 Comment documentation and distribution to policy makers and the general public;  

 Opportunities for citizens to participate through focus groups, listening sessions, task forces and 
planning teams;  

 A formal ARC committee structure for approvals and recommendations: Transportation 
Coordinating Committee, Transportation and Air Quality Committee and ARC Board;  

 Opportunities for oral and written comment by email, survey responses, fax, phone calls, regular 
mail, telephone conversation, public hearings or face-to-face conversations; and,  

 A participation evaluation process to assess the effectiveness of public outreach activities.  
 
Supporting documents for the above may be obtained from ARC’s website, www.atlantaregional.com 
 

PLAN 2040 Stakeholder Involvement Program 
 
This program is ARC’s plan to meeting the requirements of both DCA for the development of the Regional 
Agenda and US DOT for the development of the RTP.  It outlines the program’s constituent groups and 
actions, as well as participation techniques and plan development/participation schedule.  It identifies the 
following PLAN 2040 Stakeholders: 
 

 Policy-making elected/appointed officials from local, regional and state jurisdictions.  This also 
includes interaction with federal officials who establish and review rules and regulations in the 
planning process.  Public planning partner staffs, which prepare their jurisdictional plans, provide 
background information, and who advise officials are also targeted here. 

 State and local private sector leadership and interested people within special interest groups that 
consistently engage in PLAN 2040 issues. 

 Individuals or groups that participate in ARC activities based on short‐term, issue‐driven 

concerns. 
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develop the vision for PLAN 2040 is available in Appendix F of the PLAN 2040 Documentation approved 
July 2011, available at www.atlantaregional.com/plan2040. 
 
Since the original adoption of PLAN 2040 in July 2011, the Atlanta Regional Commission has completed 
several activities that support and enhance public involvement, including efforts related directly to the 
development of the March 2014 RTP Update such as: 
 

 Title VI Plan & Program update – adopted August 2013 and approved by FTA in September 
2013. 

 DBE Program & Plan update – developed concurrently with the Title VI Plan update, completed 
and uploaded to the FTA TEAM system in September and currently pending FTA approval. 

 Regional Community Engagement Plan – adopted August 2012 

 Limited English Proficiency Plan – adopted in August 2012 
 
Also, in mid-2011, ARC adopted a new 5-year Strategic Plan that refreshed the purpose, vision and 
mission of the 66 year-old organization and revisited values.  In December 2012, ARC adopted a new 
staff evolution plan to support realization of the Strategic Plan.  The staff plan is a change in mindset and 
culture to help ARC meet the current and future needs of the Atlanta region.  From the four former 
departments, the organization is shifting to three centers – Community Services, Livable Communities and 
Strategic Relationships.  The three centers will work in a cross-function style and focus on helping to drive 
change, not just planning for change.  With respect to transportation planning, the Community Engagement 
Manager in the Center for Strategic Relationships will provide support agency-wide in the areas of 
community engagement, environmental justice, social equity.  That position was filled in November 2013 
and roles and responsibilities will soon be formalized. 
 
Key Outreach Milestones   

 

 In development of PLAN 2040, ARC conducted leadership interviews with ARC senior staff meeting 
with 43 metro Atlanta leaders representing local and state governments, as well as business, 
economic, education, environmental and social fields of endeavor. 

 Local government outreach was extensive and included different areas of planning within local 
government with a targeted emphasis on continuous interaction with local elected officials. 

 Youth outreach:  This included high school and university age participants, particular through the 
Clark Atlanta Transportation Institute, ARC’s MARC (Model ARC) leadership program, and a 
discussion group of students from Emory, Georgia State, Georgia Tech, Kennesaw, Morehouse and 
Oglethorpe campuses. 

 Surveys and polls were undertaken by the Transportation and Land Use Committees, the 
Transportation Access & Mobility Division, online surveys and a scientific telephone poll. 

 In 2013, ARC conducted the first-ever statistically-significant regional perception poll to access 
resident opinions throughout the region.  In the future, this public perception poll will be compared 
to success attributes measured through the PLAN 2040 regional indicators scorecard. 
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 PLAN 2040 website resources were available throughout the year with retooled web presence 
containing multiple resources and process results developed in an ongoing manner.  

 ARC and its planning partners, working with the Social Equity Advisory Committee and CEN, 
continues to address environmental justice requirements and equity issues in public participation 
plans and activities.  The current participation plan was updated in 2012 and involved extensive 
consultation with representatives from the environmental justice communities.  Public participation 
plans for planning studies, comprehensive transportation plans, and Livable Centers Initiatives 
planning activities use the updated Regional Community Engagement Plan as a document of 
reference. 

 The Social Equity Advisory Committee works to ensure that the needs of low-income persons, 
minorities, the disabled, and other traditionally underserved populations in the region are 
considered in ARC’s planning processes, programs, and initiatives. The committee is currently 
comprised of the following:  ARC Board/citizen representatives, Georgia Stand-up, Gwinnett 
Coalition for Health and Human Services, DeKalb Branch of NAACP, Emory University’s Office of 
Community Partnerships, Atlanta Urban League Young Professionals, Disability Link, Cobb County 
Transit Advisory Board, Douglas Connect, Latin American Chamber of Commerce of Georgia, 
Refugee Women’s Network, Henry County NAACP, Atlanta Neighborhood Development 
Partnership, Georgia Division of Aging Services, Clayton County Resource Center, Latin American 
Association, Center for Pan-Asian Community Services, Partnership for Southern Equity, Mexican 
American Consulate, Coalition for the People’s Agenda, Community Services Agency for Cherokee 
County, Office of Community Services for Morehouse College, Transit Riders Union, Spelman 
College, Pittsburg Community Improvement Association, Atlanta Neighborhood Development 
Partnership, and African-American, Asian-American, Latino, and older adult community 
representatives/advocates.  

 ARC continues to strengthen its methodology for assessing benefits and burdens.  In 2011, the 
Equitable Target Area (ETA) index was developed by the Atlanta Regional Commission to identify 
high concentrations of environmental justice (EJ) communities in the Atlanta region. The composite 
index utilizes five parameters: the senior population, low education attainment, housing values, 
poverty, and the distribution of minorities. Based on the methodology, areas that scored higher 
than the regional average were determined to be ETA communities, and were subsequently 
categorized into three levels of ETA “concentrations”: medium ETA, high ETA, and very high ETA. 
The index aims to provide a more detailed analysis of EJ communities, in order to facilitate 
addressing their needs in the transportation planning process.  This process was used for PLAN 
2040 analysis and for the Transportation Investment Act of 2010 analysis as well as analysis 
related to specific transportation projects with on-going calls within the agency, such as Livable 
Centers Initiative program. 

 In the development of PLAN 2040, ARC worked with the Civic League for Regional Atlanta and 
regional stakeholders to convene neighborhood forums in support of the “Fifty Forward” visioning 
initiative which engaged thousands of citizens in planning discussions around critical key issues. The 
Civic League was also a key partner in the development of ARC’s pilot Pop-Up Open House in 
2014, which transformed a vacant storefront in a vibrant town center to attract new participants 
to an information format that is accessible, innovative and interactive with opportunities to weigh in 
on key issues to the RTP development.  
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 For the Transportation Investment Act of 2010, ARC worked with the Civic League for Regional 
Atlanta, the Partnership for Southern Equity, and others in the social justice network to gain input 
through monthly community briefings.  Communications efforts were very successful and included:  
online surveys that garnered over 10,000 responses, telephone townhalls reaching over 100,000 
people, Clark Atlanta University Summer Transportation Institute and Model ARC for youth input, 
Civic League Get a Move On Town Hall, the Partnership for Southern Equity Moving to 
Opportunity forums, public referendum forums, and Executive Committee/Roundtable meetings. 
Community briefings were held in April and May to provide citizens with information on how the 
process would proceed and the content of the law.  In addition, people signed up for email alerts 
for ongoing Roundtable activities.  University of Georgia-led focus groups were conducted in each 
county and the City of Atlanta, and surveys were conducted by Kennesaw State University and the 
Roundtable reaching over 12,000 respondents by the end of July.  An AARP townhall provided 
over 11,000 participants with up-to-date information.    

 For the TIA, a website was established for the public to access information about the criteria, lists, 
meeting agendas/minutes, studies ongoing regarding potential projects, and results of outreach 
efforts.  Housed on this website, ARC included three primary ways for visitors to get to know the 
regional projects: interactive mapping, Google Earth flyover tours, and project maps along with 
project fact sheets.  The website also included a Frequently Asked Questions compendium, a 
summary guide on financial management and oversight (titled “Following the Money”), a brief  
“10 Facts about the Referendum” document, an infographic on how the components of the law 
would work upon passage of the referendum, technical reports on economic and travel impacts, 
and several presentations and videos explaining the analyses ARC performed.   

 Throughout outreach for TIA, presentations by each of the counties were given to the ARC Board 
on each of their project lists and were posted to the website in addition to listing each county’s 
local 15% lists (if made available).  Modal project maps of expressway, bridge, and interchange 
projects, road corridors and bridge replacement projects, and transit expansion and preservation 
projects were also provided.  The website archived all of the Roundtable meetings and results 
from the public involvement activities to date and can be accessed at 
www.metroatlantatransportationvote.com.  

 ARC continues to collaborate with external partners to promote the utilization of health impact 
assessment and other tools and processes in regional planning activities.  The Council for Quality 
Growth and Regional Development (CQGRD) conducted a Health Impact Assessment of PLAN 
2040 to determine how the plan might affect the health of residents and communities around the 
region.  The CQGRD conducted an online survey about the potential health impacts of PLAN 2040.  
It was available, in addition to other venues, on the ARC PLAN 2040 website.  In August 2011, 
CQGRD hosted training for local governments and other sponsors on utilizations of the assessment. 

 ARC has an agency-wide approach to community outreach.  With respect to transportation 
planning, the Community Engagement Manager in the Center for Strategic Relationships, reporting 
to the Director’s Office, provides support agency-wide in the areas of community engagement, 
environmental justice, social equity.  That position was filled in November 2013 and roles to are 
being defined to work closely with the outreach coordinator in the Transportation Access & 
Mobility Division.  Further, community outreach staff throughout the agency are similarly involved in 
their specific areas of focus.   
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 ARC established the Global Atlanta Initiative to enhance outreach in environmental justice 
communities. Both the Ethnic Minorities Information System and Multicultural Directory are new tools 
community partners use for planning purposes. There are 21 profiles of ethnic communities in the 
region available as a resource, including Asian American, African American, and Latino 
communities.   

 ARC’s Transportation Access & Mobility Division and the Aging Services Advisory Committee are 
working together to address mobility issues of the disabled and the elderly.  ARC serves on 
several aging planning committees in the community that look at transportation issues.  Also, as 
directed by the Board, ARC’s Transportation Access & Mobility Division and Aging Services 
Division work together to incorporate the transportation needs of older adults in the transportation 
planning process. In 2012 ARC hosted a mobility summit focused on the needs of older adults, 
persons with disabilities and transportation-disadvantaged populations. 

 ARC worked interdepartmentally to develop a Human Services Coordinated Transportation Plan 
focused on the transportation needs of persons with disabilities, older adults, and persons with low 
incomes and making recommendations on how to improve transportation for these groups.  The 
Human Services Coordinated Transportation Plan, developed with extensive community 
engagement and stakeholder input, was updated and approved by the ARC Board in April 2010.  
ARC continues to expand and build on the HST work through the facilitation of monthly meetings 
with the HST Advisory Committee.  ARC also participates in the state’s Office of Highway Safety 
Older Driver’s Task Force, MARTA’s Elderly Disabled Access Advisory Committee, Cobb County 
Mobility Council, and other committees that address transportation issues and concerns regarding 
HST populations.  In 2011, ARC was awarded funds under FTA’s Veterans Transportation and 
Community Living Initiative Grant to develop a regional one-click software system in support of 
regional mobility management. This effort is coordinated amongst key pilot sites and stakeholders 
including the Department of Veterans Affairs, Goodwill of North Georgia, DisAbilty Link, Cobb 
County Community Transit, Agewise Connection and GA Commutes. 

 ARC developed an agency-wide Limited English Proficiency (LEP) Plan to provide meaningful 
access to LEP Persons.  The LEP plan includes elements that ensure that where substantial numbers 
of residents of the Atlanta region live who do not speak or read English proficiently, these LEP 
individuals have access to the planning process and published information.  And, that the 
production of multilingual publications and documents and/or interpretation at meetings/events 
will be provided to the degree that funding permits.  ARC completed an update to the plan in 
2012.  
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Public Review and Comment Period 
 

Introduction 
 
The review and comment period for the PLAN 2040 RTP (March 2014 Update) occurred from January 11, 
2014 through February 21, 2014.  A Pop-Up Open House, held in Downtown Decatur, opened the public 
comment period on January 11, 2014. A second Open House and was held at ARC’s offices in Atlanta on 
January 22, 2014.  From January 20, 2014 to February 21, 2014, an online open house was posted that 
presented the recommendations and implementation activities of the PLAN 2040 RTP and asked the public 
its thoughts.  Also occurring during the review period was a public hearing before the ARC Board at its 
regularly scheduled meeting and presentations before stakeholder audiences.  Below is the documentation 
of the results of this review period. 
 

Receipt of Public Comment 
 
ARC received public comments during the review and comment period through the following: 

 PLAN 2040 email – 21 

 RTP Public Hearing – 0 
 
These comments will be addressed below by category and ARC staff response. 

 

Outreach Impacts 
 
The PLAN 2040 development process was unique from previous regional plans.  It is a true comprehensive 
plan combining land use and transportation and reaches out to areas not traditionally addressed in metro 
Atlanta’s past regional plans like aging, workforce development, and health impacts.  PLAN 2040 was 
also informed as to the priorities of the State of Georgia through the first ever Statewide Strategic 
Transportation Plan and updated DCA regional planning rules.  PLAN 2040 benefited and was informed 
by other regional efforts such as recent and ongoing local planning efforts like Comprehensive Plan 
updates and new Comprehensive Transportation Plans, as well as continuous and ongoing public outreach. 

In order to build an efficient plan to meet needs and further regional goals with limited resources, PLAN 
2040’s outreach incorporated targeting stakeholders and receiving broad public input.  Policy-makers and 
their staffs, private sector leaders and non-governmental organizations, individuals or groups that 
traditionally participate in ARC activities, and minority or underserved populations were the focus of 
outreach efforts.  This was complimented by receiving broad public input from around the region through 
the use of a variety of formats including online public meetings and surveys.  The following aspects of the 
plan strongly reflect what ARC and its planning partners heard from the outreach process and make of the 
focus of public interest: 
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What the Public has Said PLAN 2040 Response 

Maintain existing and 
expand transit services 

 Financial support of regional transit operators for preservation of 
existing system and state of good repair 

 Multimodal Passenger Terminal 
 Clifton Corridor, I-20 East Corridor, Atlanta Beltline and 

Streetcars  
 Alternatives analysis for light rail projects in Cobb and Gwinnett 

Counties 
 Managed lanes encourage expansion of bus service by offering 

reliable trip times 
 Human Services Transportation 
 Livable Centers Initiative, Regional Development Guide, and 

Unified Growth Policy Map support needed land uses 

Greater emphasis on 
promotion of health in 
development and 
implementation of plans  

 One of the plan’s goals is to “Encourage Healthy Communities” 
and one of the objectives is to “Foster a Healthy, Educated, Well 
Trained, Safe and Secure Population” 

 Last mile connectivity emphasis area of STP Urban program will 
fund new bicycle and pedestrian projects that support active 
transportation 

 Livable Centers Initiative 
 Lifelong Communities 
 Federal air quality goals met 
 Recommends incorporating Health Impact Assessment findings into 

plan implementation and updates 
 Air quality and greenhouse gas analysis 

Improve implementation of 
plan recommendations 

 The Plan Management element of RTP articulates key actions that 
need to be taken to implement the plan, a process for tracking a 
reporting implementation of actions and specific projects, and 
identifies measures to track the impact of the plan on the Atlanta 
region. 

 Comprehensive Transportation Plan Program 
 Performance Framework used to evaluate and select projects 
 Environmental consultation and mitigation 
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Detailed Public Comments and Responses 
 
Freight 
 

Comment 
 
Are the politicians paying attention at all?  Do they realize a lot of congestion is caused by slow 
moving trucks in traffic whose loads often are passing through Atlanta and should be on rail but there 
is no system set up to tax trucks appropriately for passing through the state and actually paying the 
costs of maintaining roads for freight thus creating incentives for using rail?  Why are we building 
more road capacity before exhausting other more efficient options? 

 
Response 
 
Freight movement is an important part of the state and regional economies and truck drivers pay 
motor fuel taxes to support the maintenance and expansion of the roadway network.  However, 
existing revenue streams, from both commercial operators and private automobile drivers, are proving 
insufficient to support the amount of infrastructure built over the last several decades.  Dialogue must 
continue on how to expand revenue from a variety of sources to ensure that all parts of the 
transportation network can continue to function as well as possible and support economic growth.  All 
options to move people and/or freight in the most efficient manner possible must be part of that 
discussion.  Diverting truck traffic to the rail network cannot be solved strictly at the regional level, 
however, and would need to be addressed at either the multi-state or national level to ensure system 
continuity.  ARC is prepared to actively participate in any discussions on that issue which may be 
initiated by the state and/or federal governments.  

 
Planning 
 

Comment 
 
The DeKalb County 2014 Transportation Plan has projects which could address many of our 
transportation concerns, but for a variety of reasons they will not be able to find funding to complete 
even our most urgent projects.  Here are the projects from their plan which I think will have the most 
impact on Chamblee and the North DeKalb region.  The projects I have bolded are the ones that I feel 
are the most urgent and should be added to your plan: 
 

 Project ID 1362: Buford Highway/P'Tree Industrial Blvd: Buford Hwy/ Peachtree Industrial 
Blvd - new alignment. 

 Project ID 2219: Chamblee Tucker Road from P'Tree Industrial Blvd to 285: Road diet to 
include two through lanes and a center left-turn lane and bike lanes. Operational and 
Pedestrian improvements will also be made at key locations along the corridor 
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 Project ID 3216: Chamblee Dunwoody Road from Peachtree Blvd to Cumberland Drive: Road 
diet candidate (subtract 2 lanes, to add bike lanes from Peachtree Blvd to New Peachtree); 
Re-stripe for bike lanes from New Peachtree to Cumberland. 

 Project ID 5084: Buford Highway from County Line West to County Line East: Road diet 
project - subtract 2 lanes to add bus-only facilities/ transit priority facilities for Bus Rapid 
Transit. Includes pedestrian sidewalk and crossing improvements in key locations as well 
as access management along the entire corridor. 

 
Response 
 
PLAN 2040 sought to accomplish a comprehensive assessment of regional needs, in tandem with local, 
state and federal partners, to identify projects to address these needs given current and projected 
fiscal constraints.  As funding programs allow, ARC holds project solicitations where local governments 
apply to receive federal funding on new projects.  The road projects referenced may be candidates 
for a solicitation for STP Urban funding, which is likely to occur in the latter half of 2014.  We 
appreciate your feedback and encourage you to speak with your local transportation planning 
department about opportunities to advance projects to implementation.  
 
We have shared your comments with the local representative for DeKalb County on the Transportation 
Coordinating Committee. 

 
Comment 
 
While the plan for 2040 looks really great and is very exciting to look at, I am curious to see where 
all the funds will be coming from for all these new projects. The funds set in place right now do not 
seem like they can fund all of the projects. Will you be introducing new ways to raise revenue for 
transportation development throughout the region? Also, I understand to goal is to have all of these 
projects completed by 2040, but is there already a set yearly schedule in place for when each project 
needs to be completed?  
 
Something else I noticed is that while all the major areas of Atlanta will be connected by bus or rail 
with Plan 2040, but when commuters use the bus or train, how will they then get to work? I understand 
planners refer to this as the “last mile” that usually inhibits people from using transit because the place 
they are trying to get to is too far from the nearest public transit station (esp since Atlanta is so spread 
out and car-centric) Will local governments have to fund city transit systems to then get then workers to 
their final stop? 
 
Response 
 
PLAN 2040 contains two elements in the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).  The first is the financially 
constrained element, reflecting the investments the region can afford between 2014 and 2040.  
Within this element is the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), which allocates federal funds for 
use in construction of the highest-priority projects in the first six years of the plan (through fiscal year 
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2019), and this is a fiscally constrained list.  The second element is the Aspirations Plan, which is an 
expression of what is possible to accomplish with transportation in the Atlanta Region if additional 
revenues are identified in the future. 
The transit vision in PLAN 2040 that connects a large portion of the Atlanta Region with bus and rail 
contains both constrained and aspirational components.  This conceptual map was developed through 
a planning process that included local jurisdictions in the region.  Local jurisdictions and planning 
partners such as GDOT and MARTA implement the construction of all projects in the Plan, and are 
awarded funds on a competitive basis as funding becomes available.  These planning partners 
develop final plans of how projects interface with the surrounding communities. 
 
Comment 
 
As a 40 year resident of Metro Atlanta I have noted that a major source of our traffic congestion is 
poor signage. Many bottlenecks are created by poor road sign management. There are too many to 
list here but a prime example is on I-285 East approaching I-85 North. The above-the roadway sign 
has 2 arrows indicating 2 lanes for northbound I-85. The problem is-the arrows point not to the lane, 
bot to the lines between the lanes. It is confusing to me every day I travel onto I-85 North. I have to 
count the lanes to be sure I am in the proper lane. For strangers to the area, it is unintelligible and the 
bottleneck here shows that. That is one out of many examples. Before we spend a lot of money on new 
lanes/roads, why not see what new signs, or properly placed old signs might accomplish. 
 
Response   
 
Confusing or inadequate signage can cause drivers to slow and/or erratic movements at key decision 
points, increasing the potential for congestion and crashes.  GDOT constantly strives to ensure that 
highway interchanges are well signed and installs or upgrades signs around the region on a continual 
basis.  They also are exploring more innovative driver information techniques, such as painting 
interstate shields on various lanes of I-75/85 through downtown Atlanta to alert drivers of proper lane 
positioning well in advance of the Brookwood split and the I-20 interchange.  
 
We have shared your comments about this location with the Georgia Department of Transportation for 
their consideration. 
 
Comment 
 
The unbridled high-rise development projects in the Atlanta region are going to be a greater threat to 
transportation than any other factor.  Without spending on infrastructure needed today (including 
transportation, water, sewers, schools and community services), the area cannot afford these 
developments.  A moratorium on these developments is mandatory.  We can’t keep trying to stuff a 5 
pound bag with 10 pounds of special interest projects and expect us to pay for them. 

 
  



 
 
 

 
PLAN 2040 RTP (March 2014 Update) 
Appendix F: Public Comment Report  19 
 
 

Response 
 
Future growth and desired land use were key components of the performance-based planning process 
used to develop the PLAN 2040 Regional Transportation Plan.  Only those projects that were 
compatible with regional development goals were considered for federal funding.  ARC supports the 
direction to program funding for investments that promote development goals and will continue to 
emphasize this as PLAN 2040 is implemented. 
 
It is also important to note that Georgia is a home rule state, which means that all decisions related to 
land use and zoning reside with city and county governments.  While ARC can serve as a resource to 
help local governments understand the consequences of various development patterns and to 
proactively plan for them as much as possible, it cannot dictate what types of development can occur 
in a given area. 
 
Comment 
 
Why are unneeded projects like… 
 

AR-ML-410 - 110600-Programmed I-85 NORTH MANAGED LANES - INCLUDING 
SOUTHBOUND AUXILIARY LANE FROM SR 20 TO SR 317 AND NORTHBOUND  
AUXILIARY LANE FROM SR 20 TO SR 324 (GRAVEL SPRINGS ROAD) 

 
…even on the project list? There are higher priority projects like rail transit extension into Gwinnett 
that are much more important and will have a much greater impact on traffic. That $112M would pay 
for the beginnings of a light rail system from the Doraville MARTA station into Gwinnett.  We don’t 
need the managed lanes extended north – if anything extension across the top end perimeter is 
warranted first.  There is no current or future need if a real alternative to driving is provided in that 
corridor.  Traffic in the I-85 corridor north of I-285 is caused by lack of alternatives for people going 
across the top end perimeter.  Light rail from the Gwinnett Arena to the perimeter center area would 
relieve the congestion between those two points on the existing roads.  
 
Response 
 
At this time, planning for a rail transit extensions into Gwinnett County or from Gwinnett to the 
Perimeter area have not been studied to the point where a preferred alignment, technology, or initial 
cost have been identified.  Once that has been completed, the potential project can be reviewed for 
consideration to be included in the RTP. 

 
We have shared your thoughts on the most appropriate projects for the northeast part of the region 
with MARTA, GDOT and Gwinnett County.  
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Comment 
 
Project for consideration in Cobb County: Canton Road Connector, between Sandy Plains Road and I-
75 northbound on / off ramps (1.2 miles), add one lane in both directions (for a total of six lanes) with 
each becoming a right-turn only lane at its terminus. 
 
Response 
 
We have shared your suggestion with Cobb County staff for their consideration as they develop 
priorities for future funding opportunities. 

 
Bicycle and Pedestrian 
 

Comment 
 
The DeKalb County 2014 Transportation Plan has projects which could address many of our 
transportation concerns, but for a variety of reasons they will not be able to find funding to complete 
even our most urgent projects.  Here are the projects from their plan which I think will have the most 
impact on Chamblee and the North DeKalb region.  The projects I have bolded are the ones that I feel 
are the most urgent and should be added to your plan: 
 

 Project ID 007: New Peachtree Road from Clairmont Rd to Doraville MARTA station: Detailed 
corridor study is needed: provide improved bicycle and pedestrian access incl a combination 
of bike lanes, fill in sidewalk gaps, or multi-use sidepath. Realign the intersection of New 
Peachtree Rd at Shallowford Rd NE. 

 Project ID 0825: Clairmont Road from Buford Highway to Peachtree Industrial: Install 
sidewalks and improve pedestrian crossings along this corridor. 

 Project ID 0858: Dresden Drive from Peachtree Road to Plaza Fiesta: Install sidewalks and 
improve pedestrian crossings along this corridor. 

 Project ID 2230: Clairmont Road from Peachtree Blvd to Buford Highway: Improve access for 
bikes along this corridor. 

 
Response 
 
The projects included within a local planning document will need to be introduced into PLAN 2040 RTP 
and the short-range Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) though the ARC’s Transportation 
Coordinating Committee (TCC). ARC holds project solicitations where local governments apply to 
receive federal funding on new projects and this is the primary method for adding new projects to the 
TIP.  The projects referenced may be candidates for solicitations for STP Urban or Transportation 
Alternatives funding, which are likely to occur in the latter half of 2014.  We encourage you to speak 
with your local transportation planning department about opportunities to introduce projects and 
advance them to implementation.  
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We have shared your comments with the local representative for DeKalb County on the TCC. 

Comment 
 
Old National Highway Pedestrian is close for ARC public consumption, right of way and easements are 
not complete. 
 
Response 
 
This comment is from a local government and relates to the status of a TIP project.  No comment is 
required. 
 
Comment 
 
Global Gateway Connector Bicycle and Pedestrian Bridge shows only the design portion with no 
reference to the $3.5 million costs or the $784,000 local portion 
 
Response 
 
The referenced project was partially funded for scoping and engineering activities under a 2013 
solicitation for projects under the Transportation Alternatives program.  Another solicitation is likely to 
occur in the latter half of 2014 and there is an opportunity to secure additional federal funds for the 
completion of the project. 

 
Roadways 
 

Comment 
 
The DeKalb County 2014 Transportation Plan has projects which could address many of our 
transportation concerns, but for a variety of reasons they will not be able to find funding to complete 
even our most urgent projects.  Here are the projects from their plan which I think will have the most 
impact on Chamblee and the North DeKalb region.  The projects I have bolded are the ones that I feel 
are the most urgent and should be added to your plan: 
 

 Project ID 660: Clairmont Road and 85: Operations; Signal System Improvements, 
Areawide 

 Project ID 668: Shallowford Road and 85: ITS; Congestion Management Improvements 

 Project ID 1420: Buford Highway and Motors Industrial Way (at 285): Free flow right turn 
lane on northbound Buford Hwy to eastbound I-285; eastbound through lane on Motor Ind. 
Way onto I-285 eastbound ramp to eliminate storage congestion during peak hours. 
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Response 
 
The projects included within a local planning document will need to be introduced into PLAN2040 and 
the short-range Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) though the ARC’s Transportation 
Coordinating Committee (TCC). ARC holds project solicitations where local governments apply to 
receive federal funding on new projects and this is the primary method for adding new projects to the 
TIP.  The safety and operations projects referenced may be candidates for a solicitation for STP 
Urban funding, which is likely to occur in the latter half of 2014.  We encourage you to speak with 
your local transportation planning department about opportunities to introduce projects and advance 
them to implementation.  
 
We have shared your comments with the local representative for DeKalb County on the TCC. 
 
Comment 
 
On the interchange improvements only part of the top end perimeter is shown as being improved on 
the interchange improvement map. The entire area between I-75 and I-85 needs improvement which is 
shown on the RTP project map.  It really isn’t very clear what is planned. 
 
Response 
 
The entire I-285 North corridor between I-75 and I-85 is proposed for managed lanes being planned 
under the Revive285 study.  A few “stand-alone” interchange and operational improvements are also 
proposed along the corridor and are shown independent of the larger managed lane project.  These 
discrete projects will generally be implemented sooner than the larger managed lane project, thus 
requiring them to be shown separately.  ARC apologizes for any confusion and invites the commenter 
to contact us if additional clarification is required regarding transportation improvements proposed 
along I-285 North. 
 
Comment 
 
Here are my questions and concerns regarding Georgia’s transportation future: 
 

1)  At Minimum, BUILD NEW EAST-WEST alternative to I-285….a Northern Arc. Over 3 million 
people in northern counties without a freeway. 

2)  Build NEW I-75 BYPASS. Houston, Dallas, Raleigh all have 2,3 and even 4 loops. Atlanta 
needs at least a partial outer loop built. 

3)  NCDOT maintains 80,000 miles (2nd only to Texas) of highways AND spends $3 Billion per 
year on NEW HIGHWAYS. They have an annual budget of $5 Billion using $2 Billion for 
maintenance. Georgia’s gas prices are the same as NC’s. They take in 37.5 cents per gallon 
just for the state (not including the 18 cent federal portion). Even though gas prices are the 
same in both states, Georgia is only getting 7.5 cents per gallon. WHERE IS THE REMAINING 
20-30 CENTS GOING? Why doesn’t Georgia have $5 billion a year to spend like NC does? 
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4)  Metro Atlanta’s arterials need to have left turns removed or relocated. Research “Michigan 
Lefts”, “Jersey jughandles”, and “NC Superstreets.” 

5)  Georgia’s gas tax should be tripled tomorrow, and all of it used for highway improvements. 
6)  LEARN FROM OTHER STATES how to afford new highway construction. In the last 20 years 

and currently, NC is always building hundreds if not thousands of miles of BRAND NEW 
interstate-quality highways. Georgia’s interstate network hasn’t changed since the 1960’s. 
WHY NOT? 

 
Response 
 
Most of these comments ultimately relate to funding availability.  Since Georgia’s base motor fuel tax 
has not increased since 1971 and is not indexed to inflation, the purchasing power of that revenue has 
eroded significantly.  And although Georgia also imposes a 4% sales tax on motor fuel, this has been 
insufficient to keep pace with rapid growth and the rise in project construction costs.  A great deal of 
available funding at the state’s disposal over the past decade has gone towards maintaining, 
reconstructing and rehabilitating the massive amount of freeway infrastructure built during the last 
quarter of the 20th century. This trend towards maintenance rather than expansion is likely to continue, 
and even accelerate, in coming years as more existing infrastructure reaches the end of its useful life.   
 
Your thoughts on new controlled access highways will require a significant new revenue source and 
leadership from the state since the alignment of those suggested would likely include areas outside the 
Atlanta metropolitan transportation planning area.   
 
We have shared your comments with the Georgia Department of Transportation. 
 
Comment 

 

 Spending money re‐doing the I‐85/Highway 74 interchange on the south side is a waste of time. 

Traffic may be heavy there, but spending precious dimes on that exit seems like a waste, when 

traffic is so much worse in so many other areas.  

 Building extra CD lanes on I‐75 near Forest Pkwy. Will relieve congestion there, but the millions 

(I think $89 million) needed to do it doesn't fit the good it would do. Much like with the first 

suggestion, that money could be spent elsewhere. And not completing this until 2030 also 

seems too long to wait.  

 One place to spend some of that extra money on is figuring out where in the world the extra 

Braves traffic is going to go in Cobb County in 2017 and beyond. There will have to be bus 

bridges that connect MARTA to CCT or something, not to mention improved interchanges near 

the already taxed, complicated intersection of I‐285, I‐75, Hwy. 41, and Windy Hill Rd. That $$ 

may come from Cobb taxpayers, but the traffic effects will extend far past Cobb and will have to 

fall on the state in some way, so money needs to be spent here.  
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 Everything is a process and planning takes ages, but not even beginning to address the GA‐400 

and I‐285 interchange until 2017 is over ten years too late. Who knows how bad that traffic will 

be by then and how much the pattern could change. And for the time and cost, there really 

needs to be something more drastic than CD lanes put in, though they will help. The best thing 

that could happen to GA‐400 is extending the MARTA rail up to Alpharetta.  

 Making Panola Rd. move better will help I‐20, but that morning ride between Conyers and I‐285 

is not going to get much better, even if travel on that exit will be.  

 
Response 
 
These comments can be summarized as: 1) the relative need of certain projects in a regional context, 
and 2) the lengthy time required for implementation.   
 
In developing the PLAN 2040 RTP, ARC conducted extensive technical analysis and outreach with state 
and local planning partners to determine the need and purpose of many projects.  While the level of 
existing congestion was a major consideration in funding recommendations, the plan also had to 
account for safety concerns, regional equity, project readiness, the level of public and political support 
and future growth assumptions. The plan is updated on a regular cycle at a minimum of once every 
four years, so the need and purpose for many projects will be reassessed and can either be 
accelerated or delayed in the future as appropriate.   
 
Once the decision is made to advance a project, the timeline for environmental review, 
engineering/design, right-of-way acquisition and construction can be quite lengthy.  Streamlining the 
process as much as possible is a topic of considerable ongoing discussion within the transportation 
profession to address public and political dissatisfaction with the perceived slow pace of progress.  

 
We have shared your comments on these projects with the Georgia Department of Transportation. 

 
Comment 
 
Godby Road Widening is close enough for ARC public consumption, right of way is not completed nor 
has the $5,840,000 local funding been spent. 
 
Response 
 
This comment is from a local government and relates to the status of a TIP project.  No comment is 
required. 
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Transit  
 
Comment 
 
While I acknowledge the many hours of effort into this plan and the need for fiscal constraints, the RTP 
active list of projects incorrectly prioritize auto travel and have little investment in transit.  It is 
discouraging that this effort results in a permanent downward spiral on a path that cannot be 
sustained.  Offering additional modes of transportation could transform the corridor and begin to 
make a meaningful connection between our Region and the rest of Georgia.  The goal is a more 
competitive region connected to the hub cities of our state.  A continued emphasis on road investment 
will buy only a temporary slight improvement that will be diminished over time.  Specific transit 
projects should be judged on the highest total return on investment by connecting regions rather than 
activity centers.  Therefore, I request that ARC reevaluate its transit project priorities such that the 
Atlanta – Lovejoy Commuter Rail Service (ASP-AR-430, ASP-AR-435) and/or South Corridor Heavy 
Rail SPUR (ASP-AR-429) projects be removed from “aspirational” to a high priority active project with 
targeted completion by 2020.  
 

1. Regional: Transit Oriented Development (TOD) in Clayton County would only improve the 
economy and quality of life in the surrounding counties; as Clayton’s county’s anemic growth 
and general economic depression has slowed growth in the whole southern metro area and 
beyond.  Furthermore, the MMPT does not have a real reason to exist unless it unifies MARTA 
and commuter rail/high speed Atlanta to Macon link. 

2. Economy: Rail, as opposed to bus, creates real property value and signifies stability and is 
therefore more attractive to businesses and individuals.  As a result, rail in Clayton County will 
attract businesses and higher-paid individuals to locate to south metro Atlanta.  This would 
cause an economic boom in the south part of our region and will help reduce the high 
unemployment rate in Clayton.  Rail access for Clayton County is required for Atlanta to 
successfully apply the Aerotropolis concept to tap into ATL airport as an economic generator 
for the region.  The airport has been well served by MARTA’s connection to Fulton and 
DeKalb.  A passenger rail line in Clayton and further south allows the rest of Georgia to 
connect to this premium economic asset.   

3. Balanced growth and development:   Clayton, Henry, Spalding and other south metro areas 
have a huge supply of low cost available land for development and re-development.  This 
condition will permit a value capture scenario that accelerate growth and will generate 
revenue to underwrite the cost of developing rail.  Businesses coming into Clayton county and 
TOD will encourage redevelopment of existing vacant properties.  By contrast, 
automobile/road investments and extension of MARTA to them encourage urban sprawl and 
loss of greenspace to accommodate land inefficient development.  Furthermore, economic 
centers in south metro Atlanta will better balance the congested north metro Atlanta pattern.  
This balance is also needed because the natural resources needed to accommodate the next 
wave of growth are available on the southside bur will be much more expensive elsewhere.   

4. Social: Rail access will provide low income residents of Clayton county access to jobs and not 
require a car to participate in the job market.  Redevelopment of vacant properties will 
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reduce the high crime rate in Clayton County, as the vacant properties are crime magnets.  In 
combination, this will have a significant impact on Georgia’s high poverty rate, as poverty is 
concentrated in suburban areas like Clayton County.  Importantly this approach will reduce the 
inequity of our current public investment strategy.  

5. Cost and economic return: This project reuses or shares existing rail lines, and is both a lower 
cost development and a higher return on investment.  This is possible because of the relatively 
low cost of land on the south side and the likelihood of values to grow exponentially.       

 
Response 
 
At this time, planning for the Atlanta – Lovejoy Commuter Rail Service is being led by the Georgia 
Department of Transportation.  GDOT did not submit this project for consideration in the constrained 
RTP as they have not yet identified a project sponsor who would operate the service and have not 
identified funding for capital or operations.  The South Corridor Heavy Rail SPUR also has similar 
issues.  No project sponsor has been identified nor have the appropriate studies been completed to 
identify a preferred alignment, technology, or initial costs.  Once that has been completed, the 
potential projects can be reviewed for consideration to be included in the RTP. 
 
We have shared your comments on these projects with the Georgia Department of Transportation and 
MARTA. 
 
Comment 
 
It was great to see the Concept 3 transit plan still alive but what projects will be planned to be 
finished by 2040? Is the implication all of them?  I would prioritize the light rail line from the Gwinnett 
Arena to Cumberland and the Braves new stadium.  
 
Response 
 
The transit expansion projects identified to be completed by 2040 are included in Chapter 4 – 
Strategies on pages 4-28 through 4-31.  They are also included in the project list: 

 AR-400 – Georgia Multimodal Passenger Terminal 
 AR-411 – Clifton Corridor Light Rail Transit – Phase 1 
 AR-420 – I-20 East Transit Initiative – Phase I Heavy Rail Transit Extension 
 AR-470 – GA 400 Transit Initiative – Phase 1 
 AR-475 – Connect Cobb/Northwest Atlanta Transit Corridor Bus Rapid Transit – Phase 1 
 AR-480 – Amtrak Station Relocation 
 AR-490 – Atlanta Streetcar Expansion – Phase 1 

 
Comment 
 
In thinking about what happens to traffic patterns when something goes wrong, it is a terrible waste to 
build a light rail line on the top end perimeter to the Cumberland Area and not build it to midtown. A 



 
 
 

 
PLAN 2040 RTP (March 2014 Update) 
Appendix F: Public Comment Report  27 
 
 

wreck on I-75 essentially cuts Cobb County off from Downtown and the Airport.  There is no commuter 
rail to Cobb in the plan, so this is not an option.  Traveling via Sandy Springs would add 40 minutes to 
the trip.  Relying entirely on I-75 is a terrible mistake.  My patients and employees coming from Cobb 
County to my Emory Midtown location are frequently delayed by accidents in this corridor and have 
no options.  There is no rational reason to avoid connecting these two employment centers with rail 
transit. 
 
Response 
 
The decision-making adopted by ARC in early 2013 to guide development of the PLAN 2040 RTP 
places emphasis on providing multimodal connectivity between major employment and activity centers 
around the region.  The bus rapid transit service currently being studied by Cobb County will also 
include enhanced express bus connectivity to Atlanta utilizing the existing HOV lanes.  Various studies 
over the years to investigate the feasibility of rail service along the corridor have not gained traction 
due to the lack of single operator with authority to build and operate the rail line, high costs and 
public opposition.  At this time, there is no planning work actively underway to connect the Cumberland 
and Midtown areas by rail.   
 
We have shared your comments with Cobb County, the City of Atlanta, MARTA and CCT. 
 
Comment 
 
The corridor from the Marta Arts Center Station through Atlantic Station to I-75 which is shown as 
street car should be light rail even if it is not extended to Cumberland.  People need to be able to 
leave their cars at I-75 and Howell Mill or Northside and come directly into the midtown 
area.  Locating the Amtrak station (which presumably will also be a stop for commuter rail) on a 
streetcar route is silly if Amtrak service is expanded. A massive number of people would come at one 
time requiring distribution. In rush hour one accident on 17th street shuts down all transit, bus and 
streetcar.  Separating the transit guideway from the traffic gives more options in case of a large event 
or traffic disruption. Atlantic Station is growing and the commercial and industrial properties on 
Northside Drive/Howell Mill will further develop as well. 
 
Response 
 
At this time, there is no planning work actively underway to connect the Cumberland and Midtown 
areas by rail.  The project referenced is in the aspirations element of the plan.  Any project which 
ultimately advances will need to go through an intensive design and engineering process where the 
concerns raised can be addressed. 
 
We have shared your comments with Cobb County, the City of Atlanta, MARTA and CCT. 
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Comment 
 
The West side of Atlanta up the Marietta street/Huff Road corridor where traffic is already terrible 
[and] is very poorly served by the plan except for the Beltline connection.  The commuter rail to South 
Cobb has no stops in Fulton County until the MMPT.    
 
Response 
 
At this time, there is no planning work actively underway to connect the Cumberland and Midtown 
areas by rail.  The project referenced is in the aspirations element of the plan.  Any project which 
ultimately advances will need to go through an intensive design and engineering process where the 
concerns raised can be addressed. 
 
We have shared your comments with Cobb County, the City of Atlanta, MARTA and CCT. 
 
Comment 
 
Obviously a rail connection from Emory to Midtown (via Lindbergh) is the highest priority for me as I 
work in both those sites and currently have to drive. 
 
Response 
 
This corridor is being actively studied by MARTA and is proposed in the plan.  We have shared your 
comment expressing support for a rail connection to the Emory area with MARTA. 
 
Comment 
 
The commuter rail is shown on an image on the 2040 plan, so I assumed there would be information 
about it. Can I assume that is is part of ARC's long term dream, but it will not come to fruition until the 
state makes it a priority? Our community is very concerned about the environmental impact of the 
construction of this rail line, and would like to stay abreast of any plans.  
 
Response 
 
Commuter rail is not included in the constrained RTP.  The Georgia Department of Transportation 
oversees commuter rail planning for the state and has not yet identified any commuter rail projects has 
priorities for consideration in the RTP.   

Comment 
 
Fixed mass transit is a boondoggle for special interests.  Any rail system in our area is a massive waste 
of taxpayers’ money.  Why keep pushing for these projects when it is proven to be a waste on 
resources? 
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Response 
 
The Regional Transportation Plan is required to be multimodal.  Through extensive local and regional 
planning efforts that include community and stakeholder engagement, key transit expansion projects 
have been identified as priorities for the communities they serve and the region.  Transit is a critical 
component of a regional network serving a large and diverse metropolitan area, where many people 
who are unable to afford or incapable of operating a private automobile rely on it to access jobs, 
medical services and educational opportunities. 
 
Comment 
 
The transit map looks great, but I think it would be better if the 400 corridor was existing HRT, instead 
of LRT. 
 
Response 
 
At this time, MARTA is currently studying the GA 400 corridor to determine the appropriate alignment 
and transit technology for the corridor.  The map you refer to is Concept 3 and is a long-range 
aspirational transit vision for the region and as projects go through additional study and refinement, 
Concept 3 is also updated.  Once MARTA completes their study and determines the alignment, transit 
technology, and costs, the Concept 3 map will be updated. 
 
Your comment on the desired technology for transit service along the corridor has been shared with 
MARTA. 
 
Comment 
 
Since a young lady questioned Keith Parker , MARTA General Manager, when transit would be 
extended to Clayton County (even though the Airport Station is in College Park and Clayton County), 
what she really wanted to know was when would it get to Riverdale to provide her service to the 
Northside. 
 
State Route 138 Express Bus could be started with Clayton County SPLOST 2015 Transit funding $10 
million subject to citizen approval on May 20. 
 
Until MARTA Rapid Rail is extended from East Point to Southern Crescent Center east of Maynard 
Jackson International Terminal and until Regional Rail is extended from Southern Crescent Center (or 
Tara Bus Rapid Transit Service (BRT)) to Jonesboro, Express Bus Service could terminate at Airport 
Domestic Terminal or College Park Station.  
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Response 
 
These comments have been shared with Clayton County and MARTA for their consideration in ongoing 
discussions about reinstating and expanding transit services in that county. 
 
Comment 
 
Commuter rails should be abbreviated to eliminate duplication and waste of money as follows: 
 

 Gainesville to Norcross MARTA, 

 Athens to Lindbergh MARTA, 

 Madison to Avondale Estates MARTA, 

 Griffin to southern Crescent MARTA (to be built), 

 Newnan to Georgia International Convention Center ATL SkyTrain (which is a free 

connection to Airport MARTA Station) 

 
Response 
 
Commuter rail is not included in the constrained RTP.  The Georgia Department of Transportation 
oversees commuter rail planning for the state and has not yet identified any commuter rail projects has 
priorities for consideration in the RTP.  We have shared your thoughts on commuter rail scopes and 
their relationship to MARTA services with GDOT and MARTA. 
 

Southern Environmental Law Center 
 

Comment 
 

SELC provided two letters, both of which are included at end of this section.  The first letter is titled 
“Comments on Update to PLAN 2040 Regional Transportation Plan.” 

 
Response 
 
SELC makes several comments related to continuing to improve the metropolitan transportation 
planning process.  ARC believes these comment are worthwhile for consideration.  Recognition is 
provided by SELC of efforts made by ARC on selected issues during development of the PLAN 2040 
RTP (March 2014 Update), with suggestions offered on how those efforts can be expanded or better 
leveraged in the future.  Key recommendations, along with a specific response for each, are as 
follows: 
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 PLAN 2040 should embrace changing demographic trends 

 
SELC states that the path laid out for PLAN 2040 recognizes fundamental changes in the 
region’s demographics which have occurred in recent years and which are forecast to continue.  
SELC recommends additional commitment to several specific policies to better address these 
ongoing changes.  
 
In the spring of 2013, ARC adopted a decisionmaking framework which is consistent with the 
policies supported by SELC.  This framework will continue to provide core direction in future 
plan updates.  The framework focuses on optimizing and managing existing assets, with 
priority given to maximizing person throughput within existing rights-of-way and expanding 
use of travel demand management strategies.  System expansion activities, where necessary, 
are directed towards bottleneck relief, activity center access and managed lanes (to provide 
a reliable trip option).  Transit expansion serving regional employment centers is also a 
priority. 
 
ARC will continue to work with local governments and its state and federal planning partners 
to better institutionalize the framework strategies in all stages of the regional plan 
development process. 

 

 ARC should build on its use of performance measures to not only select projects but also to 

guide the allocation of funds between program areas 

 
Although the methodology for prioritizing projects within certain categories is well established 
and documented, SELC questions how decisions are made on which types of projects receive 
funding priority.  The recommendation is made to use performance measures to assist in that 
process to deliver the desired outcomes. 
 
Federal guidance on performance measures is still a work in progress, but ARC is prepared to 
integrate that into its project prioritization processes once available.  The region is committed 
to maximizing all available funds to achieve the best possible performance of the system and 
advancing the goals of PLAN 2040. 

 

 A scenario‐based approach should be used to develop the funding allocation and the socio‐

economic forecasts 

 
SELC suggests testing a range of scenarios across possible funding priority areas, which is 
consistent with and complementary to the previous comment. 
 
SELC also suggests that scenarios be more plausible than the extreme scenarios tested by ARC 
during development of PLAN 2040.  These extreme scenarios did provide useful information 
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on the extent to which decisions could impact system performance, even if it’s highly unlikely 
that regional policy moves in that direction.   
 
ARC agrees that a next logical step would be to build off those efforts and define scenarios 
within a more narrow and reasonable range.  Another plan update must be completed by 
early 2016 to account for an expansion of the metropolitan planning area and one of the 
initial tasks is likely to be identifying a matrix of socio-economic, infrastructure and finance 
scenarios for analysis and discussion.  ARC anticipates a robust regional dialogue on what 
direction achieves the best balance of being reasonable, desirable and affordable. 

 

 ARC must update and expand its analysis of greenhouse gas emissions 

 
Four specific activities are recommended by SELC on this topic.  Some are more technical in 
nature and may be considered in future work program activities and through consultation with 
ARC’s air quality planning partners.  Others have policy implications and would need to be 
thoroughly vetted before any action could be taken.  These recommendations will be reviewed 
with management for future direction. 

 

 The region must continue to reduce mobile source ozone pollution and plan for the challenge 

of attaining tighter ozone standards in the future 

 
SELC raises a valid concern about the possibility of future tighter emissions budgets and the 
ability of the region to meet those budgets based on a fairly small cushion in future years.  
ARC recognizes and shares those concerns and has discussed them with air quality planning 
partners through the Interagency consultation process.  The particular issue described with the 
2024 analysis area is largely due to an idiosyncrasy within the federal MOVES air quality 
model.  ARC and other agencies around the country have identified this issue and raised it as 
a concern for possible attention by USDOT and EPA.  ARC will continue to be proactive on this 
issue to ensure that a process is in place to adjust the plan as appropriate to meet all relevant 
emissions budgets. 

 
Comment 

 
SELC provided two letters, both of which are included at end of this section.  The second letter is titled 
“Comments on CMAQ Project Recommendations.” 

 
ARC Response 
 
SELC questions whether the dedication of federal CMAQ funds to a proposed extension of HOT lanes 
in Gwinnett County is the most appropriate and effective use of those funds.  ARC’s recommendation 
was based on a solicitation and technical analysis for emissions benefits which were conducted in the 
latter half of 2013, with funding proposed in the PLAN 2040 RTP. 
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Prior to the initiation of the solicitation process in mid-2013, ARC and GDOT collaborated on 
identifying emphasis areas for the three specific federal programs over which ARC has a direct role in 
reviewing and recommending projects (CMAQ, STP Urban and Transportation Alternatives).  Based on 
FHWA guidance and discussions between GDOT and the FHWA Georgia Division office, HOT lanes 
were identified as one of five emphasis areas for funding.  Only a single HOT lane project in the 
region (GDOT-2), however, was determined to be eligible under the federal guidelines and it was 
submitted for consideration. 
  
The project contributes significantly to the broader RTP goal of enabling reliable trip times for drivers 
and transit patrons riding along the I-85 corridor. While the analysis showed that the emissions 
benefits of the proposed HOT lanes extension were relatively modest, other factors led to the project 
being recommended for funding.  The HOT lanes project is at an advanced stage of readiness and is 
well positioned to draw down the obligation authority quickly so that the state and region do not run 
the risk of losing funds due to possible future actions of Congress.  Importantly, a substantial backlog 
of unused CMAQ obligation authority exists due to poor implementation rates over the past 
decade.  It is also important to note that GDOT-2 contributed to an overall package of CMAQ 
projects which were diverse in character and well spread around the region geographically, which is 
always an important consideration of the policy committee.    
  
ARC is committed to ensuring that limited funding is used as effectively as possible on projects that 
generate the greatest benefits.  Significant work is proposed in 2014 to expand the capabilities of 
the tool used to quantify the likely emissions benefits of projects submitted for CMAQ funding 
consideration.  These enhancements will be reflected in the next solicitation. 
 
GDOT Response 
 
Prior to submitting the I-85 HOT lanes extension (GDOT-2) to ARC for funding, the Department 
conducted a technical analysis to determine the project’s eligibility for CMAQ.  GDOT provided the 
analysis to FHWA and worked closely with their Georgia office and CMAQ experts in Washington, 
DC. FHWA reviewed the project specifics and found that GDOT-02 met the CMAQ eligibility 
requirements. And, as the SELC letter dated 2/21/14 states, “FHWA guidance concludes that HOT 
lanes are eligible projects.” 
  
GDOT-02 will benefit an entire region of metro Atlanta through improved reliability on I-85 in 
Gwinnett County.  It expands the region’s current HOV/HOT network and will benefit both transit and 
auto commuters alike. The project has been developed to its current state of readiness precisely 
because the policy committee of the Atlanta MPO determined that the implementation of managed 
lanes is sound policy. 
  
In conjunction with the construction and opening to traffic of GDOT-02, the Georgia Commute Options 
(GCO) Program will actively promote carpooling, vanpooling and transit in the expanded HOT lanes. 
The GCO program will focus on increasing the number of individuals who choose to make an 
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alternative commute. A key component of the HOT managed lane project is that registered transit, 
vanpools and 3+ person carpools travel toll free to increase person throughput in the corridor. 
 

Letters of Support 

In addition to the comments addressed above, a small numbers of letters were submitted expressing 
support for specific projects in the plan.  These warrant no specific response from ARC and are 
included at the end of this section. 
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